INDEX-DIGEST 
OPINIONS OF COMMISSION 


1135 








AB 


AL 


~ 


the 


by 





INDEX-DIGEST TO OPINIONS OF COMMISSION 





ABANDONMENT. 
See NAVIGABLE WATERS, 3. EviIpENCE, (a) Abandonment by Congress. 
ALLOCATION. 


See CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, 1. ALLOCATION 
OF PIPELINE Capacity; NaturaL Gas, 1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE 
Capacity, 2. EMerGeNcy Service Rutes; NaTurat Gas CoMPANIES, 
2. RATE SCHEDULES, REVISION oF, (b) Allocation of Future Capacity; 
Rates, 2, ANNUAL COMPENSATION BASIS, 5. OPERATING Costs, (b) 
Allocation, 


ANNUAL COMPENSATION FOR SALE OF ELECTRIC ENERGY. 
See Rates, 3. ANNUAL COMPENSATION BasIs, 


ARM’S-LENGTH BARGAINING. 

See Cost, 1. AFFILIATED CoMPANIES—LANDS. 
BRIDGES. 

See Cost, 10. Progect Costs CLASsIFIED, (b) Roads and Bridges. 
CAPACITY, PIPELINE. 


See CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, 1. ALLOCATION 
OF PIPELINE CAPACITY; NATURAL GAs, 1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE 
Capacity, 2. EMERGENCY SERVICE RULES; NATURAL GAS COMPANIES, 2. 
Rate SCHEDULES, REVISION oF, (b) Allocation of Future Capacity. 


CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY. 
1, ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE CAPACITY. 


It is in the public interest to defer final determination as to whether 
Consolidated of Baltimore is to receive sufficient natural gas from applicant 
to convert from manufactured gas to straight natural gas since applicant 
would not have sufficient capacity to meet the greatly expanded require- 
ments of Baltimore as well as the requirements of other distributing 
companies seeking gas from the proposed line and since Consolidated of 
Baltimore prefers to purchase natural gas for that purpose from Atlantic 
Seaboard Corporation if Atlantic completes its proposed line, application 
for which is pending before the Commission. Trans-Continental Gas Pipe 
Line Company, Inc., Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience 
and Necessity under the Natural Gas Act 


2. ALTERNATE ROUTE. 


In view of the fact that there is an alternative proposal to provide Chat- 
tanooga with initial supplies of gas, which the record shows will be needed 
at an early date, the Commission conditioned its order to require East 
Tennessee to complete its line to that city not later than October 1, 1949. 
East Tennessee Natural Gis Company, Application for Certificate of Pub- 
lic Convenience and Necessity and Petition to Reopen Proceeding 


8. CoMPETITORS, RIGHTS OF. 


The evidence submitted by representatives of coal, railroad and labor 
interests in opposition to East Tennessee’s application for a certificate to 
the effect that the authorization of the proposed project would result in 
a loss to the intervenors in revenues, wages, and employment is outweighed 
by the evidence that the general interest of the State will be served by 
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Con. 
3. COMPETITORS, RigHTs or—Continued 


the proposed undertaking. Hast Tennessee Natural Gas Company, Applica- 
tion for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necesssity and Petition to 
I a aaa a a 

The economic impact of the relatively small and decreasing displace- 
ment of coal resulting from a project capable of transmitting 340,000 
M. c. f. of natural gas a day should not be serious as compared to the 
relatively large saving in oil as well as the estimated saving to the dis- 
tributing companies which will redound to the benefit of the customers. 
The factors favoring the project outweigh the possible disadvantages leav- 
ing no question but that the public interest will be served by authorization 
of the proposed project. Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Company, Inc., 
Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity under 
ania eer see Gobeil 

The position taken by Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation that the 
granting of a certificate to applicant would have a disruptive effect on 
the orderly and economic development of its own system to meet market 
requirements of the Eastern Seaboard area and would have a detrimental 
effect on the potential natural gas consumers in the area to be served by 
it is without merit. Texas Eastern is not entitled to preempt such mar- 
kets nor is such prospective monopoly in the public interest. Id 


4, CONDITIONS TO ISSUANCE, 


Certificate of public convenience and necessity issued to applicant, a 
natural-gas company within the meaning of the Natural Gas Act, authoriz- 
ing the construction and operation of facilities for the purpose of initiating 
natural gas service in the Cities of Chattanooga and Knoxville, Tennessee, 
and the communities commonly designated as Middle Tennessee and East 
Tennessee, upon condition that applicant submit for the Commission’s con- 
sideration in advance its plans of financing and its contracts for construc- 
tion of facilities and the purchase of pipe therefor. East Tennessee Natural 
Gas Company, Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Ne- 
cessity and Petition to Reopen Proceeding.....................----.--. 

In view of the fact that there is an alternative proposal to provide Chatta- 
nooga with initial supplies of gas, which the record shows will be needed at 
an early date, the Commission conditioned its order to require East Ten- 
nessee to complete its line to that city not later than October 1, 1949. Id__- 

The certificate issued to applicant conditioned to require it to secure ap- 
proval from this Commission of its proposed rates for the sale of natural 
gas for resale in advance of any such rates being placed in force and 
A a ann aber ae cc a i al aha ct 

Since increasing the use of natural gas is the quickest and cheapest 
method immediately available to reduce domestic consumption of petro- 
leum, certificate of public convenience and necessity authorizing the con- 
struction and operation of a natural-gas transmission pipeline system for 
the transportation and sale of natural gas in interstate commerce issued 
upon condition that construction be commenced not later than one year 
from the date of issuance of the order and that construction be completed 
and operation be commenced within twenty-eight months next following 
issuance of the order. Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Company, Inc., 
Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity under the 
BD I i icici encase ca sain i Tatas en cage cinascaaplnaiaaiaseipaamianneiniamnliae 

It appears that the proposed plan of financing is economically feasible, 
but, since applicant has not entered into any firm commitments, the public 
interest requires that it submit a definite plan of financing for considera- 
tion by the Commission, including full description of the securities to be 
issued and the terms and conditions of the sale thereof. Id 


Insofar as the applicant’s proposed tariff and contemplated operations 
would discourage or make impractical possible summer or off-peak gas 
storage operations, they are not in the public interest. Applicant shall give 
further consideration with respect to tariff and operations and submit a 
tariff in a form satisfactory to the Commission at least six months prior 
60 Compmenoemenit GE CROTOTIOR. “TWh ise ci cietctticrriiiiniiinntnmnnininmnn 
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Con. 
4, CONDITIONS To IssuANcE—Continued 


Petition, filed pursuant to Section 16 of the Natural Gas Act, to amend 
certificate previously granted to Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Co., Inc., 
granted since record indicates proposed change in design of the facilities 
will effect no change in the volume of proposed deliveries or anticipated 
revenues thereon nor the economic feasibility of the project. Since the 
various gas contracts have been extended to April 1, 1951, and the de- 
liveries of steel are such that it appears that the project can be completed 
by that date, it is in the public interest that certificate hereofore issued be 
modified so as to extend the date of completion of the project to April 1, 
1951. Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Co., Inc.; Trans-Continental Gas 
Pipe Line Corporation, Petition to Amend Prior Order and Application for 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 


5. CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY. 


Certificate of public convenience and necessity issued to applicant, a 
natural-gas company within the meaning of the Natural Gas Act, authoriz- 
ing the construction and operation of facilities for the purpose of initiating 
natural gas service in the Cities of Chattanooga and Knoxville, Tennessee, 
and the communities commonly designated as Middle Tennessee and East 
Tennessee, upon condition that applicant submit for the Commission’s con- 
sideration in advance its plans of financing and its contracts for con- 
struction of facilities and the purchase of pipe therefor. Hast Tennessee 
Natural Gas Company, Application for Certificate of Public Convenience 
and Necessity and Petition to Reopen Proceeding___._____-__---_----_-_- 

The evidence submitted by representatives of coal, railroad and labor 
interests in opposition to East Tennessee’s application for a certificate to 
the effect that the authorization of the proposed project would result in a 
loss to the intervenors in revenues, wages and employment is outweighed 
by the evidence that the general interest of the State will be served by 
Cie mec: weer: «iiss a i ttn ences ie, 

Since increasing the use of natural gas is the quickest and cheapest 
method immediately available to reduce domestic consumption of petro- 
leum, certificate of public convenience and necessity authorizing the con- 
struction and operation of a natural-gas transmission pipeline system for 
the transportation and sale of natural gas in interstate commerce issued 
upon condition that construction be commenced not later than one year 
from the date of issuance of the order and that construction be completed 
and operation be commenced within twenty-eight months next following 
issuance of the order. Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Company, Inc., 
Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity under 
CTD TE GG a aii cece sieiseci sitesinde iat tla hai clip cain ata eal 

The economic impact of the relatively small and decreasing displacement 
of coal resulting from a project capable of transmitting 340,000 M. c. f. of 
natural gas a day should not be serious as compared to the relatively 
large saving in oil as well as the estimated saving to the distributing 
companies which will redound to the benefit of the customers. The factors 

avoring the project outweigh the possible disadvantages, leaving no ques- 
tion but that the public interest will be served by authorization of the pro- 
posed project. Id 


6. DATE or COMPLETION, EXTENSION OF. 


Petition, filed pursuant to Section 16 of the Natural Gas Act, to amend 
certificate previously granted to Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Co., 
Inc., granted since record indicates proposed change in design of the facili- 
ties will effect no change in the volume of proposed deliveries or anticipated 
revenues thereon nor the economic feasibility of the project. Since the 
various gas contracts have been extended to April 1, 1951, and the deliveries 
of steel are such that it appears that the project can be completed by that 
date, it is in the public interest that certificate heretofore issued be modified 
so as to extend the date of completion of the project to Aprii 1, 1951. 
Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Co., Inc. ; Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line 
Corporation, Petition to Amend Prior Order and Application for Certificate 
of Public Convenience and Necessity 
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Con. 
7. EVIDENCE AND ELEMENTS OF PROOF, 
(a) Demand. 


Petition by Southern Natural Gas Company to set aside the Examiner’s 
decision and reopen the proceeding at Docket No. G—796 suggesting a 
substitute project for the facilities applied for in that proceeding with 
reference to the introduction of natural gas into the State of Tennessee 
denied because it is clear that the design of the facilities there applied for 
is inadequate and Southern Natural would lack the ability to attach as a 
new market and supply the requirements of the City of Chattanooga and, 
at the same time, supply fully the estimated natural gas requirements and 
markets presently on its system. Hast Tennessee Natural Gas Company, 
Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Peti- 
ee GO I FN sia cc icine neds einen ataiaiacnbtinicie sigs 

It is in the public interest to defer final determination as to whether 
Consolidated of Baltimore is to receive sufficient natural gas from applicant 
to convert from manufactured gas to straight natural gas, since applicant 
would not have sufficient capacity to meet the greatly expanded require- 
ments of Baltimore as well as the requirements of the other distributing 
companies seeking gas from the proposed line and since Consolidated of 
Baltimore prefers to purchase natural gas for that purpose from Atlantic 
Seaboard Corporation if Atlantic completes its proposed line, application 
for which is pending before the Commission. Trans-Continental Gas Pipe 
Line Company, Inc., Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity under the Natural Gas Act 


(b) Economic Feasibility. 


Petition, filed pursuant to Section 16 of the Natural Gas Act, to amend 
certificate previously granted to Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Co., Inc., 
granted since record indicates proposed change in design of the facilities 
will effect no change in the volume of proposed deliveries or anticipated 
revenues thereon nor the economic feasibility of the project. Since the 
various gas contracts have been extended to April 1, 1951, and the de- 
liveries of steel are such that it appears that the project can be completed 
by that date, it is in the public interest that certificate heretofore issued 
be modified so as to extend the date of completion of the project to April 1, 
1951. Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Co., Inc.; Trans-Continental Gas 
Pipe Line Corporation, Petition to Amend Prior Order and Application for 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity___.___._______-__________ 

The proposal to substitute Trans-Continental Corporation, a Delaware 
Corporation, for Trans-Continental Co., a Texas Corporation, is approved 
since the proposed plan of financing appears adequate and the proposed 
substitution will not affect the economic feasibility of the project and 
participating intervenors offered no testimony opposing such substitution. 
Id 


(c) Facilities. 


Petition by Southern Natural Gas Company to set aside the Examiner's 
decision and reopen the proceeding at Docket No. G—796 suggesting a sub- 
stitute project for the facilities applied for in that proceeding with reference 
to the introduction of natural gas into the State of Tennessee denied 
because it is clear that the design of the facilities there applied for is in- 
adequate and Southern Natural would lack the ability to attach as a new 
market and supply the requirements of the City of Chattanooga and at the 
same time supply fully the estimated natural gas requirements and markets 
presently on its system. Hast Tennessee Natural Gas Company, Applica- 
tion for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Petition to 
Reopen Proceeding 


Petition, filed pursuant to Section 16 of the Natural Gas Act, to amend 
certificate previously granted to Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Co., 
Inc., granted since record indicates proposed change in design of the 
facilities will effect no change in the volume of proposed deliveries or antic- 
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INDEX-DIGEST OPINIONS 


CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Con. 
7. EVIDENCE AND ELEMENTS OF Proor—Continued 
(c) Facilities—Continued 


ipated revenues thereupon nor the economic feasibility of the project, 
Since the various gas contracts have been extended to April 1, 1951, 
and the deliveries of steel are such that it appears that the project can 
be completed by that date it is in the public interest that certificate here- 
tofore issued be modified so as to extend the date of completion of the 
project to April 1, 1951. Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Co., Inc.; 
Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Corporation, Petition to Amend Prior 
Order and Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity_ 


(d) Financial Resources. 


Certificate of public convenience and necessity issued to applicant, a 
natural-gas company within the meaning of the Natural Gas Act, authoriz- 
ing the construction and operation of facilities for the purpose of initiating 
natural gas service in the Cities of Chattanooga and Knoxville, Tennessee, 
and the communities commonly designated as Middle Tennessee and Hast 
Tennessee, upon condition that applicant submit for the Commission’s 
consideration in advance its plans of financing and its contracts for con- 
struction of facilities and the purchase of pipe therefor. Hast Tennessee 


Natural Gas Company, Application for Certificate of Public Convenience 


and Necessity and Petition to Reopen Proceeding___-__--____-_-____-___-_- 

It appears that the proposed plan of financing is economically feasible 
but, since applicant has not entered into any firm commitments, the public 
interest requires that it submit a definite plan of financing for considera- 
tion by the Commission, including full description of the securities to be 
issued and terms and conditions of the sale thereof. Trans-Continental 
Gas Pipe Line Company, Inc., Application for a Certificate of Public Con- 
venience and Necessity under the Natural Gas Act___..---.-.---_----_-__ 

The proposal to substitute Trans-Continental Corporation, a Delaware 
Corporation, for Trans-Continental Co., a Texas Corporation, is approved 
since the proposed plan of financing appears adequate and the proposed 
substitution will not affect the economic feasibility of the project and 
participating intervenors offered no testimony opposing such substitution. 
Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Co., Inc.; Trans-Continental Gas Pipe 
Line Corporation, Petition to Amend Prior Order and Application for Cer- 
tificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 


(e) Supply. 


Petition by Southern Natural Gas Company to set aside the Examiner’s 
decision and reopen the proceeding at Docket No. G-796 suggesting a sub- 
stitute project for the facilities applied for in that proceeding with refer- 
ence to the introduction of natural gas into the State of Tennessee, 
denied, because it is clear that the design of the facilities is inadequate 
and Southern Natural would lack the ability to attach as a new market 
and supply the requirements of the City of Chattanooga and at the same 
time supply fully the estimated natural gas requirements and markets 
presently on its system. Hast Tennessee Natural Gas Company, Applica- 
tion for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Petition to 
TROOOE: PV GIOU IIS i ccesetnctis nei gptiieanneneinnicanimcom eae naan os 


8. Orr-PEAK SALES. 


Because of the possible benefits which might be derived from the develop- 
ment of a storage project for the benefit of applicant’s customers, the public 
interest requires further study by the applicant with a view to entering 
into arrangements for the utilization of off-peak pipeline capacity. A com- 
prehensive report of such study shall be submitted for Commission ap- 
proval within two years. Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Company, Inc., 
Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity under 
the Natural Gas Act 
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Con. 
9. PROSPECTIVE MARKETS. 
(a) Monopoly Rights In. 


The position taken by Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation that the 
granting of a certificate to applicant would have a disruptive effect on the 
orderly and economic development of its own system to meet market re- 
quirements of the Eastern Seaboard area and would have a detrimental 
effect on the potential natural gas consumers in the area to be served by it, 
is without merit. Texas Eastern is not entitled to preempt such markets 
nor is such prospective monopoly in the public interest. Trans-Con- 
tinental Gas Pipe Line Company, Inc., Application for a Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity under the Natural Gas Act 


10. Rates, EFFECT oF PROPOSED. 


The certificate issued to applicant conditioned to require it to secure 
approval from this Commission of its proposed rates for the sale of natural 
gas for resale in advance of any such rates being placed in force and effect. 
Hast Tennessee Natural Gas Company, Application for Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity and Petition to Reopen Proceeding___---_--~ 

Insofar as the applicant’s proposed tariff and contemplated operations 
would discourage or make impractical possible summer or off-peak gas 
storage operations, they are not in the public interest. Applicant shall give 
further consideration with respect to tariff and operations and submit a 
tariff in a form satisfactory to the Commission at least six months prior 
to commencement of operation. Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Com- 
pany, Inc., Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Neces- 
sity under the Natural Gas Act 


11. Srorace PROJECT. 


Because of the possible benefits which might be derived from the devel- 
opment of a storage project for the benefit of applicant’s customers, the 
public interest requires further study by the applicant with a view of en- 
tering into arrangements for the utilization of off-peak pipeline capacity. 
A comprehensive report of such study shall be submitted for Commission 
approval within two years. Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Company, 
Inc., Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
I a See UN ci citer attests iain ita a etn anal apie 


12. UNDERGROUND STORAGE. 


Because of the possible benefits which might be derived from the devel- 
opment of a storage project for the benefit of applicant’s customers, the 
public interest requires further study by the applicant with a view of en- 
tering into arrangements for the utilization of off-peak pipeline capac- 
ity. A comprehensive report of such study shall be submitted for Com- 
mission approval within two years. Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line 
Company, Inc., Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity under the Natural Gas Act 


COOPERATIVE 


See Rates, 3. ANNUAL COMPENSATION Basis, 5. OPERATING EXPENSES, 
(b) Allocation, (g) Maintenance Costs, 6. PRacrice AND PROCE- 
DURE, (c) Rehearing. 


COST. 
1. AFFILIATED COMPANIES—LANDS, 


It is incumbent upon the Licensee, under the Commission's no-profits-to- 
affiliates rule, to show that the balance claimed to be the cost of lands was 
the cost of the lands to its parent at the time the latter acquired control 
thereof and not profit, since the transaction was admittedly not at arm’s 
length. Minnesota Power & Light Company, Determination of Actual 
Legitimate Original Cost of Project No. 346 (Blanchard Rapids), Min- 
nesota 
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INDEX-DIGEST OPINIONS 


CcCOST—Continued 
. CONSTRUCTION CosTs. 
(a) In General. - 


The amount claimed as part payment to the principal construction con- 
tractor allowed since the record shows that the transaction was at arm’s 
length and no facts developed during the hearing which cast serious doubt 
on that conclusion. Minnesota Power & Light Company. Determination of 


Actual Legitimate Original Cost of Project No. 346 (Blanchard Rapids), 
Minnesota 


(b) Operating Expenses. 


The retainer fee paid to an attorney for the period following completion 
of construction must be accounted for as an operating expense. The 
amount allotted out of the total fee for legal services rendered during 1924 
to licensee’s predecessor in title must be disallowed since the Licensee has 
failed to sustain the necessary burden of proof. Minnesota Power & Light 
Company, Determination of Actual Legitimate Original Cost of Project 
No. 346 (Blanchard Rapids), Minnesota P 

Fixing March 1, 1925, as the date of commencement of commercial op- 
eration causes the salaries and expenses incurred during March, April, 


May, and June 199 5 to be accounted for as operating expenses rather than 
SRT CU Th ens hk ee eee Se 


3. CONSTRUCTION PERIOD. 


The assumption that the use of July 1, 1925, as “the half y 
rather than March 1, 1925, as the date fixed for the end of the construction 
period for the computation of the postlicense interest allowance would 
serve “interest of simplicity,’ is contradicted by accounting testimony. The 
Commission has consistently determined the date of completion of con- 
struction without reference to any such assumption. Minnesota Power € 
Light Company, Determination of Actual Legitimate Original Cost of 
Project No. 346 (Bianchard Rapids), Minnesota 


4. CREDITS 


2ar point,” 


(a) For Power Generated. 


The proposed credit for power generated during construction is re- 
duced to $355.83 since the Commission has determined that the con- 
struction period terminated as of March 1, 1925, rather than July 1, 1925, 
as claimed. Minnesota Power & Light Company, Determination of Ac- 
tual Legitimate Original Cost of Project No. 346 (Blanchard Rapids), 
SRD ase cen cect naptime stamens iaieaiginaremoneminpiaaaln 


5. EvIpENCE AND Proor 


The amount claimed as part payment to the 


principal construction con- 
ractor allowed since the record shows that 


the trans:ction was at arm’s 
length and no facts developed during the hearing which cast serious doubt 
on that conclusion. Minnesota Power & Light Company, Determination 
of Actual Legitimate Original Cost of Project No. 
SOAR): TEC sisi staan aia esting gate a are 

lt is incumbent upon the Licensee, under the Commission's no-protits-to- 
affiliates rule, to show that the balance claimed to be the cost of lands was 
the cost of lands to its parent at the time the latter acquired control thereof 
and not profit, since the transaction was admittedly not 
SOG. BR sik lta nceean amet 

Licensee has failed to sustain burden of proof under —o ements of Fed- 
eral Water Power Act of 1920 which were known at the time it acquired 
control of the lands. The Commission has searched the rec¢ aa fo ascertain 
what is there shown as the cost of the 558.39 acres, and on that basis will 
allow any costs that it feels reasonably assured were 
within the meaning of the law. Id ioaad 

The method of arriving at the allowable cost of the 165.78 acres of 
flowage rights by a comparison of the tracts with known prices paid for 
comperable tracts is proper. (Alabama Power Co. v. McNinch, 94 F. (2d) 
re, I Re ic ten aiclin ncticasckabeeonlsica tte iss teen ites Saha nena Aan ee 
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1144 FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 


COsT—Continued 
5. EvmIpENCE AND Proor—Continued 


Since there is no evidence as to how much more, if anything, was paid 
for 71.23 acres of land because it carried flowage rights with it, Com- 
mission does not find it possible to allow more than $48 per acre, the 
amount recommended by staff engineer in his report. Id -----------_--~ 

Since the Licensee’s responsibility for the cost of reinforcing the two 
westerly piers of the railroad bridge above the dam has been established, 
the Commission will allow the $12,582.72 claimed, but the Licensee having 
(as judicially determined) no responsibility to reinforce the two easterly 
piers, amount claimed as cost of that reinforcement cannot be allowed as a 
legitimate cost to Licensee of a necessary or proper part of the project. 
Neither can such expenditure be allowed on the present state of the record 
as a reasonably necessary expenditure properly made in the due exercise of 
Licensee’s discretion, since there is neither evidence to support a finding 
that the Licensee was not negligent in expending or advancing such a sum 
without obtaining proper security for the repayment thereof nor any evi- 
dence that the Licensee acted with due care and diligence to protect its 
rights. If warranted, Licensee may obtain full opportunity to make a fur- 
Cie erie GR: SOIT: Ts hint een eeun 


6. INTEREST DURING CONSTRUCTION 


In addition to interest allowance for preliminary period, simple interest 
for the period of construction at the rate of 6 percent per annum, to be 
computed monthly upon the accumulated total of net approved project 
costs, other than interest, as of the first day of each month plus one-half 
of the net approved project cost, other than interest, for the month of 
computation, allowed. The balance included in the revised postlicense 
interest claim disallowed. Minnesota Power & Light Company, Determi- 
nation of Actual Legitimate Original Cost of Project No. 346 (Blanchard 
DS, ON iiss saan cece cacao atereeacca ian hata 

The assumption that the use of July 1, 1925, as “the half year point,” 
rather than March 1, 1925, as the date fixed for the end of the construc- 
tion period for the computation of the postlicense interest allowance would 
serve “interest of simplicity,” is centradicted by accounting testimony. 
The Commission has consistently determined the date of completion of 
construction without reference to any such assumption. Id___-._-____~- 


7. LANDS—EVIDENCE OF CosT 


It is incumbent upon the Licensee, under the Commission's no-profits- 
to-affiliates rule, to show that the balance claimed to be the cost of lands 
was the cost of the lands to its parent at the time the latter acquired con- 
trol thereof and not profit, since the transaction was admittedly not at 
arm’s length. Minnesota Power & Light Company. Determination of 
Actual Legitimate Original Cost of Project No. 346 (Blanchard Rapids), 
I iiss ecient nanan ines ih gota acted cab eiek Nii 

Licensee has failed to sustain burden of proof under requirements of 
Federal Water Power Act of 1920 which were known at the time it 
acquired control of the lands. The commission has searched the record 
to ascertain what is there shown as the cost of the 558.39 acres and, on 
that basis, will allow any costs that it feels reasonably assured were 
actually incurred within the meaning of the law. Id__ 

The method of arriving at the allowable cost of the 165.78 acres of flow- 
age rights by a comparison of the tracts with known prices paid for 
comparable tracts is proper. (Alabama Power Co. vy. McNinch, 94 F. 2d 
TOR Ra: apie ens niet caaidaiap tiie ais 

Since there is no evidence as to how much wore, if anything, was paid 
for 71.23 acres of land because it carried flowage rights with it, Commis- 
sion does not find it possible to allow more than $48 per acre, the amount 
recommended by staff engineer in his report. Id-------------__-------_- 





8. PRACTICE—UNQUESTIONED CLAIM. 


In a proceeding under Section 4 (b) of the Federal Power Act to deter- 
mine the actual legitimate original cost of a licensed hydroelectric project 
portion of adjusted claim not questioned by Commission’s staff allowed. 
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INDEX-DIGEST OPINIONS 


COsT—Continued 
8. PRACTICE—UNQUESTIONED CLAIM—Continued 


Minnesota Power & Light Company, Determination of Actual Legitimate 
Original Cost of Project No. 346 (Blanchard Rapids), Minnesota 


9. PRELIMINARY PERIOD. 


See Cost, 6. INTEREST DURING CONSTRUCTION. 
10. Prosect Costs CLASSIFIED. 
(a) Legal Services. 


Legal expenses incurred in connection with the acquisition of land, 
flowage rights and settlement of damage claims allowed. Additional 
amount covering the legal fees connected with the railroad bridge law 
suit will be prorated between the two claims involved in the ratio that 
each item bears to the total, in the absence of a basis for prorating this 
charge between project and nonproject cost with exactitude. Minnesota 
Power & Light Company, Determination of Actual Legitimate Original 
Cost of Project No. 346 (Blanchard Rapids), Minnesota__._._..___________ 

The retainer fee paid to an attorney for the period following completion 
of construction must be accounted for as an operating expense. The 
amount allotted out of the total fee for legal services rendered during 1924 
to licensee’s predecessor in title must be disallowed since the Licensee has 
failed to sustain the necessary burden of proof. Id 


(b) Roads and Bridges. 


Since the Licensee’s responsibility for the cost of reinforcing the two 
westerly piers of the railroad bridge above the dam has been established, 
the Commission will allow the $12,582.72 claimed, but the Licensee having 
(as judicially determined) no responsibility to reinforce the two easterly 
piers, amount claimed as cost of that reinforcement cannot be allowed as a 
legitimate cost to Licensee of a necessary or proper part of the project. 
Neither can such expenditure be allowed on the present state of the record 
as a reasonably necessary expenditure properly made in the due exercise of 
Licensee’s discretion, since there is neither evidence to support a finding 
that the Licensee was not negligent in expending or advancing such a sum 
without obtaining proper security for the repayment thereof nor any evi- 
dence that the Licensee acted with due care and diligence to protect its 
rights. If warranted, Licensee may obtain full opportunity to make a fur- 
ther showing on rehearing. Minnesota Power & Light Company, Determi- 
nation of Actual Legitimate Original Cost of Project No. 346 (Blanchard 
Rapids), Minnesota 


(ec) Tazves. 


The portion of the revised tax claim which accrued prior to the comple- 
tion of construction, March 1, 1925, allowed: the balance incurred there- 
after disallowed. Minnesota Power & Light Company, Determination of 
Actual Legitimate Original Cost of Project No. 346 (Blanchard Rapids), 
Minnesota 


11. Services or OTHER COMPANIES. 


The amount claimed as part payment to the principal construction con- 
tractor allowed since the record shows that the transaction was at arm’s 
length and no facts developed during the hearing which cast serious doubt 
on that conclusion. Minnesota Power & Light Company, Determination 
of Actual Legitimate Original Cost of Project No. 346 (Blanchard Rapids), 
Minnesota 


12. TAXES. 
The portion of the revised tax claim which accrued prior to the comple- 


tion of construction, March 1, 1925, allowed; the balance incurrred there- 
after disallowed. Minnesota Power & Light Company, Determination of 
Actual Legitimate Original Cost of Project No. 346 (Blanchard Rapids), 
Minnesota 


See also generally Rates, 5. OPperatine Costs. 
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DEPRECIATION AND DEPLETION. 
See Rates, 4. DEPRECIATION AND DEPLETION. 


DISCRIMINATION. 

See Naturat Gas, 1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE CAPACITY; NATURAL GAS 
Companies, 2. RATE SCHEDULES, REVISION oF, (d) Preference and 
Discrimination. 

EMERGENCY SERVICE RULES. 
See NATURAL GAS, 2. EMERGENCY SERVICE RULES. 
EVIDENCE. 

See CERTIFICATE OF PusLic CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, 7. EVIDENCE 
AND ELEMENTS OF Proor; Cost, 5. EVIDENCE AND PROOF; NAVIGABLE 
Waters, 3. EvIpENCE; Rates, 6. PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE, (8) 
Evidence. 

EXPORTATION. 
See NATURAL GAS, 1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE CAPACITY, (e) Haportation 
to Foreign Country. 
FIELD PRICE. 
See Rates, 5. Operatrne Costs, (f) Field Price. 
GAS RESERVES. 

See CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, 7, EVIDENCE 

AND ELEMENTS OF PROOF, (e) Supply. 
GAS SERVICE CURTAILMENT. 

See NATURAL GAS, 1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE CAPACITY, 2. EMERGENCY 

SERVICE RULES. 
GAS SHORTAGE. 
See NATURAL GAS, 1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE CAPACITY, 2. EMERGENCY 
SERVICE RULES. 
GOVERNMENT LANDS. 
See Puslic LANDs oF THE UNITED STATES. 
INTEREST. 
See Cost, 6. INTEREST DURING CONSTRUCTION, 
INTERSTATE COMMERCE. 

See NAVIGABLE WATERS, 3. EVIDENCE, (c) Effect on Navigability and 

Interstate Commerce. 
JURISDICTION. 
1, NATURAL GAs COMPANIES, 


The Commission has jurisdiction and authority to provide for allocation 
and to limit and control deliveries by Panhandle Eastern, a natural-gas 
company, to assure equitable and fair distribution of gas in the existing 
emergency. City of Detroit, Michigan and County of Wayne, Michigan v. 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company and Michigan Gas Transmission 
Corporation; Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, Michigan Gas Trans- 
mission Corporation and Illinois Natural Gas Company, Applications for 
Rehearing and Stay of Commission’s Order Establishing Emergency 
Service Rules and Regulations for Natural Gas Service 

2. NAVIGABLE WATERS. 


In a proceeding under Part I of the Federal Power Act to determine 
whether licenses are required for constructed and operating hydroelectric 
developments, the issues presented are whether such developments occupy 
navigable waters or public lands contrary to Section 23 (b) of the Act, 
and whether they affect the navigable capacity of navigable waters of the 
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INDEX-DIGEST OPINIONS 


JURISDICTION—Continued 
2. NAVIGABLE WATERS—Continued 


United States. The Montana Power Company, Investigation to Determine 
Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should Be Licensed by the Federal 
WPCC Cisse iia crcl ais scrim ipitsethstae cir piicn cinta iasiaianmapaaianian 

Section 4 (e) of the Federal Power Act is sufficient to comprehend is- 
suance of licenses for “constructed” as well as proposed projects in non- 
navigable streams where the interests of interstate commerce are 
COE, TE iin caicd scsccecicdicsccnins tinct eapiicatls ctl ctadaapiiac ect abaladianailinataean 

Section 4 (g) of the Federal Power Act empowers the Commission to 
require licensing such a project so long as its order is “appropriate, 
expedient, and in the public interest.” Id------------------------------ 


LANDS. 


See Cost, 7. LANDS—EVIDENCE or Cost; Pusiic LANDS oF THE UNITED 
STATES. 


LICENSE. 


See NAVIGABLE WATERS; PuBLic LANDS oF THE UNITED STATES. 


NATURAL GAS. 
1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE CAPACITY. 
(a) Generally. 


In view of the urgent needs of customers elsewhere on the system of Pan- 
handle Eastern Pipe Line Company, a natural-gas company, who rely 
wholly upon it for their supplies of natural gas, it would be unreasonable 
and against public interest not to permit the cancellation, as originally 
contemplated by the parties and provided for in the supplement now under 
suspension, of the so-called 4 (b) deliveries under filed rate schedules by 
Panhandle to Ohio Fuel. Supplement No. 9 to Panhandle’s Rate Schedule 
F. P. C. No. 108 proposing such cancellation allowed to become effective as 
of April 16,1948. Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company; Texas Eastern 
Transmission Corporation; City of Grand Rapids, Mich., et al. v. Michigan 
Consolidated Gas Company, et al.; Michigan Public Service Commission ; 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, et al.; New York Public Service 
Cominission, Consolidated Proceedings on an Investigation and Allocation 
under Sections 5, 14, and 16 of the Natural Gas Act_____--------------_- 

Deliveries of 15,000 M. ce. f. per day by Panhandle to Ohio Fuel at Maumee 
until next heating season the Commission found will provide the volumes 
of gas required at Toledo, and Panhandle was required to file a supplement 
to its rate schedule F. P. C. No. 108 making available to Chio Fuel at the 
Maumee delivery point until April 30, 1949 not less than 15,000 M. ec. f. of 
the total of 25,000 M. c. f. per day which Ohio Fuel is entitled to under 
penraes Ss Cl) CUES. Biicisiciciticaiecs Se a diane ae casa 

Panhandle’s customers found to be dependent upon it as their sole source 
of gas while most distributors in the Appalachian area have more than 
one such source, and, comparatively, the supply situation generally in the 
Appalachian area improving at a much more rapid rate than on the Pan- 
handle system. Deliveries by Texas Eastern for the account of Panhandle 
area pursuant to paragraph (J) of the Commission’s order of October 10, 
1947, continued to April 30, 1949, contingent upon arrangements by Pan- 
handle or its customers to take and pay for such gas. To such an extent 
that any portion of such gas is not being taken under such arrangements, 
it should be available for the general pipeline deliveries of Texas Eastern. 
I scien ecg lca a i ai a as oe 
In view of the fact that the authorized additions to Panhandle’s capacity, 
assumed in connection with the Commission’s authorization of the two 
storage programs, have not been completed, the excess of demands above 
pipeline capacity on Panhandle’s system east of the Edgerton station found 
to be attributable to the aggregate of the increases in demands of Gas 
Storage and Consolidated, without the requisite increase in Panhandle’s 
facilities which have been authorized, and that the deficiency should be 
shared between them on an equitable basis. 
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NATURAL GAS—Continued 
1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE Capaciry—Continued 
(a) Generally—Continued 


The Commission found that, during the current storage season, Pan- 
handle’s delivery capacity on its system east of Edgerton should be made 
available to Consolidated and Gas Storage in the proportion that the con- 
tract requirement of each bears to the aggregate of their requirements, 
namely 100/225ths to Gas Storage and 125/225ths to Consolidated. Id_-__ 

In order to place Consolidated and Storage on an equitable basis during 
the existing summer storage season, appropriate allowance must be made 
with respect to the volumes of gas from May 15, 1948, when Gas Storage 
was first in a position to receive the contract amount, to the date of the 
CO YONGE... Fis se sccccncboaswcccncne tani nae bmn 

It would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, for the Commission to 
find, upon the record, that, because of the magnitude of industrial activity 
in Michigan, service to industries elsewhere should be curtailed so that 
service to industrial Michigan might be permitted to continue. In view 
of doubt that Commission could conclude that interruptible industrial sales 
made directly or indirectly along the Panhandle System west of its Edger- 
ton compressor station in the summer months by utilities not having 
the benefit of storage should be curtailed during the period when such 
service is normally rendered without interruption, so that gas might be 
stored in the summer for sale for industrial purposes during the winter at 
times when such interruptible sales are normally curtailed to a sub- 
stantial extent, Commission concluded that, as the contract between 
Panhandle and Gas Storage and the contract between Panhandle and 
Consolidated are firm contracts, the Commission must assume that, in the 
operations of its system, Panhandle will give to the deliveries thereunder 
the degree of priority appropriate thereto, having due regard for the 
determination the Commission has made with respect to distribution of 
GEVEREEIIIEENS I OG Baas iit cies ecrcitcinn sesincctinssnlit lis ipariaualeinh tiple 

To the extent that Rate Schedule F. P. C. No. 12 does not clearly permit 
Consolidated to employ the gas which it receives thereunder for use 
throughout its integrated system, such rate schedule is unjust and un- 
Ts i) cca ectcer ies aan ceca tical ified manasa 


(b) Control of Flow. 


Operation of controllers by Panhandle at the Detroit gate to even out 
deliveries to Consolidated on an approximately uniform hourly basis 
would improve Panhandle’s ability to deliver gas east of Edgerton. Pan- 
handle Eastern Pipe Line Company; Teras Eastern Transmission Corpo- 
ration; City of Grand Rapids, Mich., et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas 
Company, et al.; Michigan Public Service Commission; Panhandle East- 
ern Pipe Line Company, et al.; New York Public Service Commission, 
Consolidated Proceedings on an Investigation and Allocation under Sec- 
Sones 5, 14, oh 16 OF the Nataral GGe Ala nccnncccecccccnecncconsnsene 


(ec) Declaratory Order. 


Since Paragraph (E) of the Commission’s order of October 10, 1947, 
requires apportionment of any deficiencies in deliveries resulting from the 
application of Paragraphs (F) through (K) of said order among all of the 
other customers of Texas Eastern on a proportionate basis, the issuance of 
any declaratory order regarding this matter, as requested by Philadelphia 
Gas Works Company, is unnecessary. Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Com- 
pany; Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation; City of Grand Rapids, 
Mich., et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas Company, et al.; Michigan Public 
Service Commission; Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, et al.; New 
York Public Service Commission, Consolidated Proceedings on an Inves- 
tigation and Allocation under Sections 5, 14, and 16 of the Natural Gas 


(d) Discrimination. 


Proposed service to the Missouri refractory companies during 180 days 
in each calendar year, supplanting in part service theretofore rendered on 
an interruptible basis, as well as other changes in the terms and conditions 
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INDEX-DIGEST OPINIONS 


NATURAL GAS—Continued 
1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE CAPAcIry—Continued 
(d) Discrimination—Continued 


of service, not offered or made available to Panhandle’s other direct or 
wholesale’ customers, would have the effect of granting an undue prefer- 
ence and advantage to the five refractory companies and subject Pan- 
handle’s other customers to undue prejudice and disadvantage and would 
have the effect of maintaining an unreasonable difference in service as 
between localities and customers. To the extent that curtailment of 
service to the Missouri refractories on a pro-rata basis, with curtailment of 
interruptible service, is necessary to meet the requirements of customers 
not subject to interruption, failure to do so would impair the ability of 
the Panhandle system to render adequate service, would constitute undue 
discrimination in violation of the Natural Gas Act. Panhandle Eastern 
Pipe Line Company; Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation; City of 
Grand Rapids, Mich., et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas Company, et al.; 
Michigan Public Service Commission; Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Com- 
pany, et al.; New York Public Service Commission, Consolidated Pro- 
ceedings on an Investigation and Allocation under Sections 5, 14, and 16 
of the Natural Gas Act__-------~-- es a Ses eg cei ie 

The practice of Panhandle in permitting Consolidated to take 125,000 
M. c. f. a day, while delivering to Gas Storage something less than the 
quantity to which it is entitled under its gas purchase contract, has the 
effect of granting to Consolidated an undue preference and advantage. 
hea cia eaabiiidceie ee ussite cl ica casi i cael aiich aie atisap anaadapaeaaele almanacs 

In order to place ¢ ‘onsolids ited and Storage on an equitable basis during 
the existing summer storage season, appropriate allowance must be made 
with respect to the volumes of gas from May 15, 1948, when Gas Storage 
was first in a position to receive the contract amount, to the date of the 
Commission’s order. Id Nh RI a ee 

To the extent that Rate Schedule F. P. C. No. 12 does not ¢ learly permit 
Consolidated to employ the gas which it receives thereunder for use 
throughout its integrated system, such rate schedule is unjust and un- 
reasonable. Id 


(e) Exportation to Foreign Country. 


In the light of the acute shortages existing in the United States and the 
demands upon the Panhandle system, it is impossible to eliminate restric- 
tions imposed upon Panhandle’s export of gas to Union Gas Company of 
Canada, Limited, until Panhandle has additional capacity. Panhandle 
Eastern Pipe Line Company; Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation; 
City of Grand Rapids, Mich., et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas Com- 
pany, et al.; Michigan Public Service Commission ; Panhandle Eastern Pipe 
Line Company, et al.; New York Public Service Commission, Consolidated 
Proceedings on an Investigation and Allocation under Sections 5, 14, and 
BG OF FE TCG GOO Baia a vb hci tphrnintntatiniilpasiiie aed eaate 

(f) Order, Effect of. 

Commission’s order of July 17, 1948, modifies the obligation of Pan- 
handle to deliver 125,000 M. c. f. per day to Michigan Consolidated at 
Detroit and invoking by Michigan Consolidated of Paragraph 4 of Article 
XVIII of the contract of August 31, 1935 (Panhandle’s Rate Schedule 
F. P. C. No. 12), is precluded by such order. Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line 
Company; Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation; City of Grand Rapids, 
Mich., et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas Company, et al.; Michigan Public 
Service Commission; Panhandle Ecstern Pipe Line Company, et al.; New 
York Public Service Commission, Supplemental Opinion Clarifying Com- 
mission’s Opinion and Orders Issued July 17, 1948_._--------- Saks ee 

Action of Michigan Consolidated under Paragraph 4 of Article XVIII 
of the contract of August 31, 1935 (Panhandle’s Rate Schedule F. P. C. 
No. 12), and action of Panhandle in increasing deliveries of natural gas to 
Michigan Consolidated through reduction of deliveries to other customers 
is contrary to and in violation of the Commission’s orders issued herein 
and the provisions of the Natural Gas Act. Id-----.----_-----_-___-__ 
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NATURAL GAS—Continued 
1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE Capactry—Continued 
(f) Order, Effect of—Continued 


Commission’s order of July 17, 1948, effectively modifies all provisions of 
Panhandle’s Rate Schedule F. P. C. No. 12 and supplements thereto which 
may be inconsistent with the provisions of that order and Supplement No. 
11 to such rate schedule accepted for filing under Commission order of July 
23, 1948, likewise modifies any provision inconsistent therewith. Id 


(g) Practice and Procedure. 


Petition of the New York Public Service Commission requesting, in sub- 
stance, that the Commission issued an order continuing in effect emergency 
deliveries of natural gas by Texas Eastern to United Natural Gas Company 
until November 1, 1948, denied since there is now pending before the Com- 
mission an application, and hearing thereon, by Texas Eastern for a cer- 
tificate authorizing an increase in the capacity of its pipeline system to the 
extent of an additional 75,000 M. ¢c. f. a day, as United’s situation can be 
more appropriately dealt with in that proceeding. Panhandle Eastern 
Pipe Line Company; Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation; City of 
Grand Rapids, Mich., et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas Company, et al.; 
Michigan Public Service Commission; Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Com- 
pany, et al.; New York Public Service Commission, Consolidated Proceed- 
ings on an Investigation and Allocation Under Sections 5, 14, and 16 of the 
Natural Gas Act 

Since Paragraph (E) of the Commission’s order of October 10, 1947, 
requires apportionment of any deficiencies in deliveries resulting from the 
application of Paragraphs (F) through (K) of said order among all of the 
other customers of Texas Eastern on a proportionate basis, the issuance 
of any declaratory order regarding this matter, as requested by Phila- 
delphia Gas Works Company, is unnecessary. Id 


(h) Storage Fields, Use of. 


Michigan Gas Storage Company held entitled, both under its gas pur- 
chase contract and under the certificate of this Commission, to take and 
receive from Panhandle on a firm basis such fixed monthly volumes of gas 
as are specified in the rate schedule on file with the Commission. Pan- 
handle Eastern Pipe Line Company; Texas Eastern Transmission Corpor- 
ation; City of Grand Rapids, Mich., et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas 
Company, et al.; Michigan Public Service Commission ; Panhandle Pastern 
Pipe Line Company, et al.; New York Public Service Commission, Consoli- 
dated Proceedings on an Investigation and Allocation under Sections 5, 14, 
SE TE ar Ce OE CE asec ienicpinndisodiiinends 

Under the contract of August 31, 1935, as amended (Panhandle Rate 
Schedule F. P. C. No. 12 and supplements) Michigan Consolidated held 
entitled to take gas from Panhandle for purposes of underground storage 
and subsequent sale and distribution in the Detroit area and to take from 
Panhandle, on a firm basis, its entire Detroit requirements up to 125,000 
Be EE RE I RO NR. EE sacri aeanancn eid 

Utilization of the storage fields in Michigan will not only aid the two 
Michigan companies to expand their services, but will also provide definite 
benefits to other customers of Panhandle. Id_------------------------- 


See also NATURAL Gas, 2. EmerGeNcy Servick Rutes; NATURAL GAS 
CoMPANIES, 2. RATE SCHEDULES, REVISION OF, (b) Allocations of Future 
Capacity. 


2. EMERGENY SERVICE RULES. 
(a) Jurisdiction. 


The Commission has jurisdiction and authority to provide for alloca- 
tion and to limit and control deliveries by Panhandle Eastern, a natural-gas 
company, to assure equitable and fair distribution of gas in the existing 
emergency. City of Detroit, Michigan and County of Wayne, Michigan v. 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company and Michigan Gas Transmission 
Corporation; Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, Michigan Gas Trans- 
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INDEX-#IGEST OPINIONS 


NATURAL GAS 
2. EMERGENCY SERVICE RuLES—Continued 


Continued 





(a) Jurisdiction—Continued - 


mission Corporation and Illinois Natural Gas Company, Applications for 
Rehearing and Stay of Commission’s Order Establishing Emergency Serv- 
ice Rules and Regulations for Natural Gas Service 


(b) Rehearing. 


Petitions for rehearing of the Commission’s order of November 25, 1947, 
denied as raising no issues not heretofore considered by the Commission 
prior to the issuance of such order establishing emergency service rules 
and regulations to govern and control deliveries of natural gas from the Pan- 
handle System for the coming winter. City of Detroit, Michigan and 
County of Wayne, Michigan v. Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company and 
Michigan Gas Transmission Corporation; Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line 
Company, Michigan Gas Transmission Corporation and Illinois Natural 
Gas Company, Applications for Rehearing and Stay of Commission’s Order 
Establishing Emergency Service Rules and Regulations for Natural Gas 
OT GOGO snips siecsnasealiiiticinsaainiitiitaaiien tals ntnins aipieanatladnatnacinairasiibahnicmiidiciensemnileadcmiltet 


(c) Stay of Former Order. 


Petition for stay of the Commission's order of November 25, 1947, denied, 
for, to grant such stay, would defeat the very purpose of tLe order which 
is to prevent undue and unlawful discrimination and hardship through 
breakdown of vital utility service. City of Detroit, Michigan and County 
of Wayne, Michigan v. Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company and Michi- 
gan Gas Transmission Corporation ; Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, 
Michigan Gas Transmission Corporation and Illinois Natural Gas Com- 
pany, Applications for Rehearing and Stay of Commission’s Order Estab- 
lishing Emergency Service Rules and Regulations for Natural Gas Service 


NATURAL GAS COMPANIES. 
1. GENERALLY. 


The question of whether a natural-gas company is in a status similar to 
the non-utility producer concerning markets, franchise rights and financial 
risks must be answered in the negative. Natural-gas companies are public 
utilities. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company 
and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company; Pittsburgh and West Virginia 
Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Investigation 
Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion into Reasonableness of 
SESE: GE Te ae sia eaisicsniniincciasttishctchenpmieaipialacaintagisitiia 


2. RATE SCHEDULES, REVISION OF. 
(a) In General. 


Proposed revision of the presently effective classification, service, regula- 
tion and practices of the rate schedules of Northern Natural Gas Company 
appears to present a fair control of, and limitation on, the addition of new 
loads by utility customers served by Northern. Northern Natural Gas 
Company, Approval of Proposed Revision of Rate Schedules of Natural 
Ce Citic cena a ae ee 

Since the proposed revision of the presently effective rate schedules pre- 
sents a definite plan for the control and limitation of new “large volume” 
requirements of customers served by means of Northern’s pipeline system, 
and since it is fair and equitable to both Northern and its customers, 
the proposed revision and such further mechanical revisions as may be 
necessary to complete Northern's F. P. C. Gas Schedules, Volume No. 2, will 
be permitted to become effective as of April 10, 1948. Id 


(b) Allocation of Future Capacity. 


While Northern and another party to the proceeding during the hearing 
presented exhibits which purport to show how the allocation of future 
capacity will be made, such question was not before the Commission. 
The order which the Commission enters, however, shall be without preju- 
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NATURAL GAS COMPANIES—Continued 
2. RaTeE SCHEDULES, REvis1ion or—Continued 
(b) Allocation of Future Capacity—Continued 


dice to the right of any interested party to initiate before the Commis- 
sion a proper proceeding concerning the future allocation of additional 
system capacity which may result from construction proposed by Northern. 
Northern Natural Gas Company, Approval of Proposed Revision of Rate 
OR ORRILS OT TGOMPRE: GE CC OI asain cists insect etimtinstentsnininmit 

In proceedings originating out of complaints filed by several “Gas 
Utilities” served by Respondent against certain proposals of the latter 
with respect to apportionment of limited increase in contract demand 
among “Gas Utilities’ purportedly in compliance with the provisions of 
a rate schedule lawfully filed with the Commission, there were presented 
for consideration four major proposals with respect to the apportionment 
of future limited increases in Northern’s pipeline capacity: 


(a) The “March 3d Proposal,” which would give undue preference and 
advantage to those “Gas Utilities” who more recently changed over 
to the supplying of straight natural gas; 

(b) The “June 9th Proposal,” which uses the number of customers as a 
basis for apportionment of additional capacity, without giving any 
consideration to the use of the gas and would result in undue dis- 
crimination among communities ; 

(c) The “Iowa-Illinois Plan,” which could apportion all additional vol- 
umes on the basis of contract demands as of December 27, 1947, thus 
giving consideration to only one factor, the volume of gas taken on 
a particular date. Such a plan would result in discrimination be- 
tween communities, in that it does not give consideration to use 
by ultimate consumers; and 

(d) The “Combined Method,” which gives primary consideration to 
normal increases in residential utilization and the additional gas 
required for changeover to straight natural gas and for newly 
authorized service. Council Bluffs Gas Company, Central Electric 
é& Gas Company, Minnesota Valley Natural Gas Company, Minne- 
apolis Gas Light Company, Hastings Gas Company, and Iowa- 
Illinois Gas and Electric Company v. Northern Natural Gas 
Company; Northern Natural Gas Company, Memorandum Opinion 
and Order Revising Rate Schedule and Establishing Regulations 
for the Apportionment of Increases in Contract Demand___-------- 


The latter the Commission found to be in the public interest and to the 
general benefit of the consumer, and this plan, modified as thereinafter 
ordered, prescribed and fiwed to control the apportionment by Northern 
of future limited increases in contract demand. Id_--------------~----- 


See also NaTuRAL GaAs, 1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE CAPACITY. 
(c) Billing Period. 


Although one or mere utility customers may have received some benefit 
or suffered some disadvantage by the use of a billing month rather than 
a calendar month in determining the maximum day’s take in July, 1947, 
the Commission is unable to find that Northern’s procedure is unfair or 
inequitable in its result. Northern Natural Gas Company, Approval of 
Proposed Revision of Rate Schedules of Natural Gas Company 


(ad) Preference and Discrimination. 


The determination of the “authorized summer demand” upon a town 
border or community basis rather than on a company or community group 
basis does not appear to be unfair to any utility customers or to a particular 
community. Northern Natural Gas Company, Approvai of Proposed Re- 
vision of Rate Schedules of Natural Gas Company_--------------------- 

Although one or more utility customers may have received some benefit 
or suffered some disadvantage by the use of a billing month rather than a 
calendar month in determining the maximum day’s take in July, 1947, the 
Commission is unable to find that Northern’s procedure is unfair or in- 
equitable in its result. Id 
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INDEX-DIGEST OPINIONS 


NATURAL GAS COMPANIES—Continued 
2. RATE ScHEDULES, REvis1on or —Continued 
(e) Service. . 


Proposed revision of the presently effective classification, service, regu- 
lation and practices of the rate schedules of Northern Natural Gas Com- 
pany appears to present a fair control of, and limitation on, the addition 
of new loads by utility customers served by Northern. Northern Natural 
Gas Company, Approval of Proposed Revision of ‘Rate Schedules of Natural 
Gee COG a no iitiiiircemmrnns ssa neta eae 

Since the proposed revision of the presently effective rate schedules pre- 
sents a definite plan for the control and limitation of new “large volume” 
requirements of customers served by means of Northern's pipeline system, 
and since it is fair and equitable to both Northern and its customers, the 
proposed revision and such further mechanical revisions as may be neces- 
sary to complete Northern’s F. P. C. Gas Schedules, Volume No. 2, will be 
permitted to become effective as of April 10, 1948. Id 


See also NaTuRAL GAS, 2. EMERGENCY SERVICE RULES. 
NATURAL GAS SERVICE. 

See Narurat GAs CoMPANIES, 2. RATE SCHEDULES, REVISION OF. 
NAVIGABLE WATERS. 

1. CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATION, EFFECT OF. 


Conzressional authorizations for improvement bring the Missouri River 
to Stubbs Ferry even more surely within the Federal Power Act’s definition 
of “navigable waters.” It is not necessary that the improvements be 
actually completed or even authorized. The Montana Power Company, 
Investigation to Determine Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should 
Be Licensed by the Federal Power Commission_._..._.-__---.........--- 

Congressional treatment of the Missouri River above Benton bears per- 
suasive testimony to the accuracy of the conclusions reached by Com- 
mission respecting the status of this part of the streaim, Id--__--____ 

The authorization by Congress and construction of the Fort Peck Dam 
does not constitute an abandonment by Congress of ‘“navigability” past and 
above it, since the acts of a sovereign will be construed in its favor and 
alleged suspension of power of government respecting a matter of public 
concern must be shown in unequivocal language. Brown v. Duschene, 19 
How. 183, 195; Belmont Bridge v. Wheeling Bridge, 138 U. S. 287, 292-298: 
Louisville & Nashville R’d v. Kentucky, 161 U. S. 677, 685-686. Nowhere 
here is there unequivocal legislative purpose to surrender any authority. 
In dealing with matters in this field, Congress has customarily used 
affirmative, direct statements. Id 


» 


2. CONSTRUCTED PROJECTS—J URISDICTION. 


The Federal Power Act of 19385, Part I, Section 4 (e), is sufficient to com- 
prehend issuance of licenses for “constructed” as well as proposed projects 
in nonnavigable streams where the interests of interstate commerce are 
affected. Likewise Section 4 (g) empowers the Commission to require 
licensing of such a project so long as its order is “appropriate, expedient, 
and in the public interest to conserve and utilize navigation and water- 
power resources of the region.” The Montana Power Company, Investiga- 
tion to Determine Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should Be Li- 
censed by the Federal Power Commission 


3. EVIDENCE. 
(a) Abandonment by Congress. 


The authorization by Congress and construction of the Fort Peck Dam 
does not constitute an abandonment by Congress of “navigability” past and 
above it, since the acts of a sovereign will be construed in its favor and 
alleged suspension of power of government respecting a matter of public 
concern must be shown in unequivocal language. Brown v. Duschene, 
19 How. 183, 195; Belmont Bridge v. Wheeling Bridge, 138 U. S. 287, 292- 
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NAVIGABLE WATERS—Continued 
3. Evipence—Continued 
(a) Abandonment by Congress—Continued 


293; Louisville & Nashville R’d v. Kentucky, 161 U. S. 677, 685-686. No- 
where is there unequivocal legislative purpose to surrender any authority. 
In dealing with matters in this field, Congress has customarily used 
affirmative, direct statements. The Montana Power Company, Investi- 
gation to Determine Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should be 
Licensed by the Federal Power Commission._.....__._.___....--________ 

The Missouri River is a “navigable water” of the United States and 
within the meaning of Sections 3 (8) of the Federal Power Act, and Con- 
gress has not “abandoned” navigability or relinquished any of its power to 
regulate the Missouri River as a “navigable water.” Id 


(b) Actual Use. 


Actual use of a stream by any kind of vessel or even for floating of logs 
may serve to establish its status as a navigable water of the United States. 
Nor need the use be commercially important. The Montana Power Com- 
pany, Investigation to Determine Whether Hydroelectric Developments 
Should Be Licensed by the Federal Power Commission__..--__--________ 

Past actual use of the Missouri River from its mouth to Benton over- 
whelmingly establishes the status of this part of the stream as a “navigable 
water” of the United States and within the meaning of Section 3 (8), there 
remaining no need to inquire whether it is “suitable for use.’ Id_._ 

From a consideration of all the facts in the record, actual use alone shows 
the Missouri River to be a “navigable water” of the United States and 
within the meaning of Section 3 (8) of the Act, at least as far upstream 
NE Ua ia i ee Ls al a 

txamination of physical characteristics and authentic instances of 
actual use clearly show that the Missouri River in its natural state was 
suitable for use for the transportation of persons and property in inter- 
state commerce from Benton to Three Forks with a land carriage around 
the Great Falls. Id 


(c) Effect on Navigability and Interstate Commerce. 


In a proceeding under Part I of the Federal Power Act to determine 
whether licenses are required for constructed and operating hydroelectric 
developments, the issues presented are whether any or all of the develop- 
ments occupy navigable waters or public lands contrary to the provisions 
of Section 23 (b) of the Act, and whether any or all of them affect 
navigable waters of the United States. The Montana Power Company, 
Investigation to Determine Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should 
Be Licensed by the Federal Power Commission_________----------------- 

The Federal Power Act of 1935, Part I, Section 4 (e), is sufficient to 
comprehend issuance of licenses for “constructed” as well as proposed 
projects in nonnavigable streams where the interests of interstate com- 
merce are affected. Likewise Section 4 (g) empowers the Commission to 
require licensing of such a project so long as its order is “appropriate, 
expedient, and in the public interest to conserve and utilize navigation and 
water owet PeRsees SE TS TO” lina eiiccteanioene 


(ad) Navigability. 


It has long been established that a river must be regarded as a public 
navigable river in law if it be navigable in fact. If the actual navigation 
consists of transportation of persons or property in interstate commerce, 
it follows that the river is a navigable water of the United States. Actual 
use need not be continuous, and past as well as present use will suffice. 
The Montana Power Company, Investigation to Determine Whether Hydro- 
electric Developments Should Be Licensed by the Federal Power Com- 
I ii ictal Eli lg aca al i iain aaa aia eae als 

Actual use of a stream by any kind of vessel or even for floating of logs 
may serve to estai)lish its status as a navigable water of the United States. 
Nor need the use be commercially important. Only if actual use has 
been insubstantial in character is there a necessity to inquire whether the 
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INDEX-DIGEST OPINIONS 1155 


NAVIGABLE WATERS—Continued Page 
3. Evipence—Continued 
(d) Navigability—Continued - 


stream is one “suitable for use” within the meaning of Section 3 (8) of 
the Federal Power Act. The test of “suitability” affords a much wider 
range, for it is not limited to the mere manner or extent of actual use, but 
includes susceptibility or capability of use by the public for purposes of 
tramepestation amd COMMNGNO@R: Whiniinncniiicseisennns enemas 170 
Navigability of waterways is to be determined “either in their natural 
or improved condition.” There has never been doubt that the navigability 
referred to in the cases was navigability despite the obstruction of falls, 
rapids, sandbars, carries, or shifting currents. (United States v. Appa- 
lachian Electric Power Co., 311 U.S. 407, 409). Id---.----------..--.... 170 
Past actual use of the Missouri River from its mouth to Benton over- 
whelmingly establishes the status of this part of the stream as a “navigable 
water” of the United States and within the meaning of Section 3 (8), there 
remaining no need to inquire whether it is “suitable for use.” Id _------- 170 
The Missouri River in the Great Falls section, as well as downstream 
to its mouth and upstream to Stubbs Ferry, is a “navigable water” of the 
United States and within the meaning of Section 3 (8) of the Federal 
Pomee 06. Biss iis te tinned Saas 174 
Even if part of the Missouri River were not “suitable for use” in its 
natural state, it could be made so in its “improved condition” within the 
) meaning of Section 3 (8) of the Federal Power Act. Id------------------ 176 
Congressional authorizations for improvement bring the Missouri River 
to Stubbs Ferry even more surely within the Act’s definition of “navigable 
| waters”. It is not necessary that the improvements be actually completed 
oF ove GOGOOINOE: «Wn ia eee eee 177 


(e) Physical Characteristics 


Examination of physical characteristics and authenticated instances of 
actual use clearly show that the Missouri River in its natural state was 
suitable for use for the transportation of persons and property in inter- 
state commerce from Benton to Three Forks with a land carriage around 
the Great Falls. The Montana Power Company, Investigation to Deter- 
mine Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should Be Licensed by the 
POR RIE FOOT CN ices tibet ccinetsactnig een ths ionicity cee ei 176 

Even if part of the Missouri River were not “suitable for use” in its 
natural state, it could be made so in its “improved condition” within the 
meaning of Section 3 (8) of the Federal Power Act. Id_-----_--------- 176 

In applying the test of improvability, there must be a balance between 
cost and need at a time when the improvement would be useful. That is 
not to say that improvability must be measured only in the light of current 
or prospective economic considerations and commercial conditions. It is 
i not necessary that the improvement “be actually completed or even au- 

thorized.” United States vy. Appalachian Electric Co., 311 U. S. 377, 408. 
iin gaa ic ic a a le 176 


(f) State’s Views on Navigability, Effect of. 


The treatment historically accorded to the Missouri River by agencies of 
the State of Montana tends to confirm the conclusions of this Commission 
as to the navigability of this part of the River. The Montana Power Com- 
pany, Investigation to Determine Whether Hydroelectric Develop- 
ments Should Be Licensed by the Federal Power Commission____________ 177 


(g) “Suitable for Use” 


Only if actual use has been insubstantial in character is there a necessity 
to inquire whether the stream is one “suitable for use” within the meaning 
of Section 3 (8) of the Federal Power Act. The test of “suitability” affords 
a much wider range, for it is not limited to the mere manner or extent of 
actual use, but includes susceptibility or capability of use by the public for 
purposes of transportation and commerce. The Montana Power Company, 
Investigation to Determine Whether Hydroelectric Development Should Be 
Licensed by the Federal Power Commission 
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NAVIGABLE WATERS—Continued 
3. Evipence—Continued 
(g) “Suitable for Use’—Continued 


-ast actual use of the Missouri River from its mouth to Benton over- 
whelmingly establishes the status of this part of the stream as a <navi- 
gable water” of the United States and within the meaning of Section 3 (8), 
there remaining no need to inquire whether it is “suitable for use.” id... 

Even if part of the Missouri River were not “suitable for use” in its 
natural state, it could be made so in its “improved condition” within the 
meaning of Section 3 (8) of the Federal Power Act. Id_----------------- 


4, FINDINGS. 


The Missouri River is a “navigable water” of the United States, and 
within the meaning of Section 3 (8) of the Federal Power Act, and Congress 
has not “abandoned” navigability or relinquished any of its power to 
regulate the Missouri River as a “navigable water.” The Montana Power 
Company, Investigation to Determine Whether Hydroelectric Develop- 
ments Should Be Licensed by the Federal Power Commission__-_--_---~--- 

Despite its admittedly valid permit to occupy public lands, which will 
continue unaffected, Respondent lacks authority for its Holter Dam lo- 
eated in a “navigable water,” and is required to apply for a license under 
Bact Tat the Penns Comer Gat: Tio erties Sens 

Respondent does not have title to the 1907 Hauser permits, nor can it 
claim “beneficial ownership” thereto. Therefore, a license is necessary 
in the case of the Hauser development because of unauthorized occupancy 
of federal lands, independently of its unauthorized occupancy of a “navi- 

SAID a neice rcia een anlage a ntaida saciai 

The Commission refrains from determining whether the C anyon ‘Ferry 
dam is the one authorized by the Secretary of War on September 12, 1896. 
Irrespective of the status of the dam, Respondent does not have authority 
necessary for its Canyon Ferry development since it occupies public lands 
without authority. Id icte ae 

Even if the occupancy of “navigable waters” by the Canyon Ferry dam 
be validly authorized, Respondent never has had authority necessary for 
the maintenance and operation of the Canyon Ferry development. Now 
unlawful under Section 23 (b) of the Federal Power Act, such maintenance 
and operation can be validated by license under Part I. Any rights under 
the 1806 Act will comtinue wnaMected, 8c ao ccc 

All nine developments under consideration are subject to licensing by 
reason of unauthorized occupancy of a “navigable water” or public lands, 
URL. Hh ie Sct eeaaet a eaateaene eancteeanan 

The Commission finds it “appropriate, expedient, and i in the public ‘in- 
terest to conserve and utilize the navigation and water-power resources of 
the region,” in which all nine of the Missouri-Madison developments are 
located, to assure that their operation and maintenance be continued only 
SE UR sO ia aan i cea a Reneendadne is wagths 


5. JupIcraAL CRITERIA. 


It has long been established that a river must be regarded as a public 
navigable river in law if it be navigable in fact. If the actual navigation 
consists of transportation of persons or property in interstate commerce, 
it follows that the river is a navigable water of the United States. Actual 
use need not be continuous, and past as well as present use will suffice. 
The Montana Power Company, Investigation to Determine Whether Hydro- 
electric Developments Should Be Licensed by the Federal Power Commis- 

In its entirety, the Congressional definition of “navigable waters” in 
Section 3 (8) of the Federal Power Act seems largely a combination of 
judicial criteria respecting navigable waters of the United States. Id____ 

Decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States have made it clear 
that interruptions of falls and rapids do not destroy navigability. Econ- 
omy Light Co. v. United States, 265 U. S. 118, 122: United States v. 
Appalachian Power Co., 311 U. S. 377, 408-409. Furthermore, the Act’s 
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INDEX-DIGEST OPINIONS 


NAVIGABLE WATERS—Continued 
5. JupicraL Crirerra—Continued 


definition of “navigable waters” expressly includes all “falls, shallows 
or rapids compelling land carriage” where the stream is used or suitable 
for use notwithstanding such interruptions between the navigable parts. 
TE ncanciscenttcintnninsistipsinnipitlnsinatensteitaeiiaaptiatiaasiabsapliaiicclgsiiisainameaiinimnnaamnamatnaeadatiemnia 


JURISDICTION—CONSTRUCTED PROJECTS. 


The Federal Power Act of 1935, Part I, Section 4 (e), is sufficient to 
comprehend issuance of licenses for “constructed” as well as proposed 
projects in non-navigable streams where the interests of interstate com- 
merce are affected. Likewise Section 4 (g) empowers the Commission 
to require licensing of such a project so long as its order is “appropriate, 
expedient, and in the public interest to conserve and utilize navigation 
and water-power resources of the region. The Montana Power Company, 
Investigation to Determine Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should 
Be Licensed by the Federal Power Commission 


7. PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE. 
(a) Fair Hearing. 


The issue respecting public lands is properly raised in this proceeding 
and the record makes it clear not only that the issue is present, but also 
that Respondent was afforded ample time and full opportunity to meet 
that issue. The Montana Power Company, Investigation to Determine 
Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should Be Licensed by the Federal 
Power Commisseion._................... 


8. Pustic LANDs, EFFECT OF PERMIT TO OccUPY. 


Despite its admittedly valid permit to occupy public lands, which will 
continue unaffected, Respondent lacks authority for its Holter Dam lo- 
eated in a “navigable water,” and is required to apply for a license under 
Part I of the Act. The Montana Power Company, Investigation to De- 
termine Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should Be Licensed by the 
TPOMMNGE. TOUT CCOMNTB ONO sini crisis Siete i cp cas ee ee 

Respondent does not have title to the 1907 Hauser permits, nor can it 
claim “beneficial ownership” thereto. Therefore, a license is necessary 
in the ease of the Hauser development because of unauthorized occupancy 
of federal lands, independently of its unauthorized occupancy of a “navi- 
Gets WOllE" . Wiidisiedisceesee ee ole ee ee 

The Commission refrains from determining whether the Canyon Ferry 
dam is the one authorized by the Secretary of War on September 12, 1896. 
Irrespective of the status of the dam, Respondent does not have authority 
necessary for its Canyon Ferry development since it occupies public lands 
without authority. Id se 

The argument of the Respondent that the 1896 statutory authorization 
for the dam conferred authority to flood public lands of the United States 
also rejected. Id 


9. State STATUTES, EFFECT OF. 


Sidiidiien of state laws cannot change the fundamental character of 
federal permits, complete control over which is vested in federal officers 
by acts of Congress. The Montana Power Company, Investigation to De- 
termine Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should Be Licensed by 
the Federal Power Commission : 


10. STATUTES—CONSTRUCTION, 


A legislative grant must be strictly construed and any doubt or am- 
biguity must be resolved in favor of the Government and against the 
grantee. One relying upon such an act must show compliance with its 
terms. The Montana Power Company, Investigation to Determine 
Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should Be Licensed by the Federal 
Power Commission 
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NAVIGABLE WATERS—Continued 
11. UNLAWFUL CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION. 
(a) Issues. 


In a proceeding under Part I of the Federal Power Act to determine 
whether licenses are required for constructed and operating hydroelectric 
developments, the issues presented are whetlier any or all of the develop- 
ments occupy navigable waters or public lands contrary to the provisions 
of Section 23 (b) of the Federal Power Act, and whether any or all of 
them affect the navigable capacity of navigable waters of the United 
States. The Montana Power Company, Investigation to Deterniine 
Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should Be Licensed by the Fed- 
Nr in acts cts meee accep aidan 

The issue respecting public lands is properly raised in this proceeding 
and the record makes it clear not only that the issue is present, but also 
that Respondent was afforded ample time and full opportunity to meet 
SRG TENG. Wh issn scteicen aie edenesnepanuss kata ennes ia 


(b) Findings. 


Despite its admittedly valid permit to occupy public lands, which will 
continue unaffected, Respondent lacks authority for its Holter Dam located 
in a “navigable water,” and is required to apply for a license under Part 
I of the Federal Power Act. The Montana Power Company, Investigation 
to Determine Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should Be Licensed 
by the Pedoral Power Commitee. cosa oo So sk cn hk sce 

The Congressional consent to construct a dam given to Respondent’s 
predecessor in interest under an 1894 statute, by the terms of the grant, 
has ceased to exist, and, accordingly, the Company lacks authority for the 
maintenance and operation of its Hauser Dam in a “navigable water.” Id_ 

Respondent does not have title to the 1907 Hauser permits, nor can it 
claim “beneficial ownership” thereto. Therefore, a license is necessary in 
the case of the Hauser development because of unauthorized oecunancy 
of federal lands, independently of its unauthorized occupancy of a “navi- 
Ohta: Wen”. RG he can atccaeedecaadenL ene bleieeabaus 

The Commission refrains from determining whether the Canyon Ferry 
dam is the one authorized by the Secretary of War on September 12, 1896. 
Irrespective of the status of the dam, Respondent does not have authority 
necessary for its Canyon Ferry development since it occupies public lands 
ITE = ia in aa ite he ct eee ee neice 

The argument of the Respondent that the 1896 statutory authorization 
for the dam conferred authority to flood public lands of the United States 
Oa Un: 7 RNa occ cadets aba eiateen Rhema anand uenmhpclinn canagl 

Even if the occupancy of “navigable waters” by the Canyon Ferry dam 
be validly authorized, Respondent never has had authority necessary for 
the maintenance and operation of the Canyon Ferry development. Now 
unlawful under Section 23 (b) of the Federal Power Act, such maintenance 
and operation can be validated by license under Part I. Any rights under 
the 1896 Act will continue unaffected. Id___- ee ieee ae 

The Respondent has occupied public lands of ‘the U nited States, whic h 
are flooded by Hebgen reservoir and an additional area occupied as a 

“camp site,” contrary to the provisions of Section 23 (b) of the Act, since 
1934. Such occupancy can be authorized by license. Id_- = wane 

All nine developments under consideration are subject to licensing by 
reason of unauthorized occupany of a “navigable water” or public lands, 
NOS. i iasaiasSerncaeOteciaies ae eer A oe a ee 

The Commission finds it “appropriate, expedient, and in the public inter- 
est to conserve and utilize the navigation and waterpower resources of 
the region,” in which all nine of the Missouri-Madison developments are 
located, to assure that their operation and maintenance be continued only 
if under license. Id_- 


OPERATING EXPENSE. 


See Cost, 2. Construction Costs, (b) Operating Expenses; Rares, 
5. OPERATING Costs. 
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INDEX-DIGEST OPINIONS 


ORIGINAL COST. 

See Rates, 7. Rate BAsE, (a) Actual Cost. 
PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE. 

1. CLAIMED Cost Not QUESTIONED. 


In a proceeding under Section 4 (b) of the Federal Power Act to deter- 
mine the actual legitimate original cost of a licensed hydroelectric project 
that portion of adjusted claim not questioned by Commission’s staff al- 
lowed. Minnesota Power & Light Company, Determination of Actual 
Legitimate Original Cost of Project No. 346 (Blanchard Rapids), 
MUORGOU cc cdennann ce an east aap aaa et peal ices toa oi ia 


2. DECLARATORY ORDER. 


Since Paragraph (E) of the Commission’s order of October 10, 1947, 
requires apportionment of any deficiencies in deliveries resulting from the 
application of Paragraphs (F) through (K) of said order among all of the 
other customers of Texas Eastern on a proportionate basis, the issuance 
of any declaratory order regarding this matter, as requested by Phila- 
delphia Gas Works Company, is unnecessary. Panhandle Eastern Pipe 
Line Company; Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation; City of Grand 
Rapids, Mich., et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas Company, et al. ; Michi- 
gan Public Service Commission; Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, 
et al.; New York Public Service Commission, Consoliated Proceedings on 
an Investigation and Allocation under Sections 5, 14, and 16 of the Natural 
GGG B0peaisekecken Se eee 


3. Farr HEARING, 


The issue respecting public lands is properly raised in this proceeding, 
and the record makes it clear not only that the issue is present but also that 
Respondent was afforded ample time and full opportunity to meet that 
issue. The Montana Power COmpany, Investigation To Determine 
Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should Be Licensed by the Federal 
FOR CI iiiscitdis ite tetinitcctccanideecieen bese eee 


4. OrpdER, EFFECT OF. 


Commission’s order of July 17, 1948, modifies the obligation of Pan- 
handle to deliver 125,000 M. ec. f. per day to Michigan Consolidated at 
Detroit and invoking by Michigan Consolidated of Paragraph 4 of Article 
XVIII of the contract of August 31, 1935 (Panhandle’s Rate Schedule 
F. P. C. No. 12) is precluded by such order. Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line 
Company; Teras Eastern Transmission Corporation; City of Grand 
Rapids, Mich., et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas Company, et al.; Michi- 
gan Public Service Commission; Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company, 
et al.; New York Public Service Commission, Supplemental Opinion 
Clarifying Commission’s Opinion and Orders issued July 17, 1948__--___- 

Action of Michigan Consolidated under Paragraph 4 of Article XVIII 
of the contract of August 31, 1035 (Panhandle’s Rate Schedule F. P. C. 
No. 12), and action of Panhandle in increasing deliveries of natural gas to 
Michigan Consolidated through reduction of deliveries to other customers 
is contrary to and in violation of the Commission's orders issued herein 
and the provisions of the Natural Gas Act. Id_-------------.--.-... 

Commission's order of July 17, 1948, effectively modifies all provisions 
of Panhandle’s Rate Schedule F. P. C. No. 12 and supplements thereto 
which may be inconsistent with the provisions of that order, and Supple- 
ment No. 11 to such rate schedule accepted for filing under Commission 
order of July 23, 1948, likewise modifies any provision inconsistent there- 
with. Id 

5. PENDENCY OF ANOTHER PROCEEDING. 


Petition of the New York Public Service Commission requesting, in 
substance, that the Commission issue an order continuing in effect emer- 
gency deliveries of natural gas by Texas Eastern to United Natural Gas 
Company until November 1, 1948, denied since there is now pending before 
the Commission an application, and hearing thereon, by Texas Eastern 
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PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE—Continued 
5. PENDENCY OF ANOTHER PROCEEDING—Continued 


for a certificate authorizing an inc rease in the capacity of its pipeline 
system to the extent of an additional 75,000 M c. f. a day, and United's 
Situation can be more appropriately dealt with in that proceeding. Pan- 
handle Eastern Pipe Line Company; Texas Eastern Transmission Corpo- 
vation; City of Grand Rapids, Mich., et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas 
Company, et al.; Michigan Public Service Commission; Panhandle Eastern 
Pipe Line Conpany, et al.; New York Public Service Commission, Consoli- 
dated Proceedings on an Inv estigation and Allocation under Sections 5, 14, 
and 16 of the Natural Gas Act 


6. REHEARING. 


Petitions for rehearing of the Commission’s order of November 25, 1947, 
denied as raising no issues not heretofore considered by the Commission 
prior to the issuance of such order establishing emergency service rules 
and regulations to govern and control deliveries of natural gas from the 
Panhandle System for the coming winter. City of Detroit, Michigan and 
County of Wayne, Michigan v. Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company and 
Michigan Gas Transmission Corporation; Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line 
Company, Michigan Gas Transmission Corporation and Illinois Natural 
Gas Company, Applications for Rehearing and Stay of Commission’s Order 
Establishing Emergency Service Rules and Regulations for Natural 
ia TOO a iin ici sch scissile ea eile nahi dieing 

With respect to Kentucky Company’s specifications of error regarding 
the Commission’s rejection of evidence of fair field price, reproduction cost, 
fair value and purchasing power of the dollar, the 6% rate of return, and 
the proper depletion rate and future costs relating to reserves to be de- 

veloped from deeper drilling, no new matters of law or fact are —— 
which the Commission has not already considered and as to these applica 
tion for rehearing denied. City of Pittsburgh, Complainant v. Pittsburgh 
and West Virginia Gas Company, Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, 
Defendants; Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company; Kentucky West 
Virginia Gas Company, Application for Rehearing on Order Reducing Rates 
of Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company___._---___...-._-..--.-....-- 

The Commission is not disposed to deny Kentucky Company the op- 
portunity to present evidence in support of its claim that its experience in 
1948 is sufficient to show that the test year 1945 is inappropriate for the 
future, and that its experience for 1948 “is a far better and more accurate 
basis for determination of cost of service for its present and immediate 
future than in the year 1945.” While not convinced of the merits of Ken- 
tucky’s claim, the Commission granted rehearing for that purpose. Id____ 

Pending the determination of the matters on rehearing the effect of the 
Commission’s order of September 2, 1948, should be maintained. Id ______ 

Upon rehearing on the Commission's disapproval June 1, 1948, of the 
proposal of the District for adjustment of rates and charges to the Coopera- 
tive, and, after hearing on the Cooperative’s complaint requesting that the 
Commission fix and determine the annual rate of compensation to be 
received by the District during the five-year period beginning June 1, 1947, 
for the sale of the electric output of its Morris Sheppard Project to the 
Cooperative, record supports the conclusion that, at this time, it is reason- 
able to allocate joint expenses 60 percent to power production and 40 
perceat to other functions of the District. Brazos River Consevration and 
Reclamation District; Brazos River Transmission Electric Cooperative, 
Inc., Complainant v. Brazos River Conservation and Reclamation Dis- 
trict, Defendant, Rehearing on Commission’s Disapproval of Rates and 
Charges. 


7. Stray. 


Petition for stay of the Commission’s order of November 25, 1947, denied, 
for to grant such stay would defeat the very purpose of the order which is 
to prevent undue and unlawful discrimination and hardship through break- 
down of vital utility service. City of Detroit, Michigan and County of 
Wayne, Michigan v. Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Company and Michigan 
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— AND PROCEDURE—Continued 
. Stay—Continued 


Gas Transmission Corporation; Pentinstte Eastern Pipe Line Company, 
Michigan Gas Transmission Corporation and Illinois Natural Gas Com- 
pany, Applications for Rehearing and Stay of Commission’s Order Estab- 
lishing Emergency Service Rules and Regulations for Natural Gas Ser- 


Pending determination of the matters on rehearing the effect of the Com- 
mission’s order of September 2, 1948, should be maintained. City of 
Pittsburgh, Complainant v. Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company, 
Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Defendants; Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company; Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Application 
for Rehearing on Order Reducing Rates of Kentucky West Virginia Gas 
Company 


PRELIMINARY PERIOD. 

See Cost, 6. INTEREST DuRING CONSTRUCTION. 
PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY. 

See CERTIFICATE OF PusLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY. 
PUBLIC LANDS OF THE UNITED STATES. 

1. OccUPANCY By HYDROELECTRIC DEVELOPMENTS. 


The claim of Respondent to occupy publie lands of the United States 
for its Hauser development as the “beneficial owner” of permits issued 
to its predecessor in interest by the Secretary of the Interior and Secretary 
of Agriculture denied, since, whatever the value of such permits, it is 
clear that they conferred a privilege personal to the permittee, assignable 
only so far as allowed by the permit itself or the regulations of the issuing 
officer. The Montana Power Company, Investigation to Determine 
Whether Hydroelectric Developments Should be Licensed by the Federal 
FPOGCR COMIN se eter ete eae 

Operations of state laws cannot change the fundamental character of 
federal permits, complete control over which is vested in federal officers 
by el OF CIO, = ee i ee 

There is no inconsistency between piercing the corporate veil in order 
to ascertain true costs in accounting cases and the adherence to the corpo- 
rate entity theory in testing the validity of an alleged transfer of federal 
DORUIREES | Bec cece ncn eis es ocean 

Respondent does not have title to the 1907 Hauser permits, nor can it 
claim “beneficial ownership” thereto. Therefore, a license is necessary 
in the case of the Hauser development because of unauthorized occupancy 
of federal lands, independently of its unauthorized occupancy of a “navi- 
SEED Wt. Wiiccicctetanainaee ccna maaieemmcigtadinkes tia 

The position of the Respondent as a trespasser is not aided by the 
fact that the Secretary of Interior sought from it and obtained annual 
PRVORIOES CNGG TUNA Nein onan eadantnae 

The argument of the Respondent that the 1896 statutory authorization 
for the dam conferred authority to flood public lands of the United States 
CN WORRTRUE a inieitetiinasientnsacinenmbedaad 

The Respondent has occupied public lands of the United States, which 
are flooded by Hebgen reservoir and an additional area occupied as a 
“camp site,” contrary to the provisions of Section 23 (b) of the Act, since 
1934. Such occupancy can be authorized by license. Id__----_-_--__-__- 

All nine developments under consideration are subject to licensing 
by reason of unauthorized occupancy of a “navigable water” or public 
OE. “GY OE, Bint cdkitiendndidcinceaenneaiiaanbene 


PUBLIC UTILITIES. 
1. GENERAL. 


The question of whether a natural-gas company is in a status similar 
to the non-utility producer concerning markets, franchise rights and finan- 
cial risk must be answered in the negative. Natural-gas companies are 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES—Continued 
1. GenerAt—Continued 


public utilities. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas 
Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company ; Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Investi- 
gation Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion into Reasonable- 
ness of Rates of Natural Gas Companies 


RATES. 
1. GENERAL. 


The Commission adheres to the principles of rate making enunciated by 
Mr. Justice Brandeis in the Southwestern Bell case, 262 U. 8. 276, 289, 
which were intended to assure the utility investor that he would receive 
a fair return on his investment devoted to the public service and that the 
consumer would not be compelled to pay a return upon an increment of 
value above such investment. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company ; Pitts- 
burgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas 
Company, Investigation Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion 
into Reasonableness of Rates of Natural Gas Companies_____---------- 

Apart from the patent unreliability of forecasts by Pittsburgh of possi- 
bilities tending to greatly increase its costs and the possibilities of a 
decline in business, the matters involved are so uncertain and conjectural 
that they cannot be adjusted for in this proceeding. If and when situa- 
tions arise which clearly affect a utility’s cost of service, a remedy is 
available by which necessary and appropriate adjustments in rates can 
I: catenin atime eenihinmitindianaa 


2. ALLOCATION OF COSTS. 
See RATES, 5. OPERATING COSTS, (b) Allocation. 
3. ANNUAL COMPENSATION Basis. 


Upon rehearing on the Commission’s disapproval June 1, 1948, of the 
proposal of the District for adjustment of rates and charges to the 
Cooperative, and, after hearing on the Cooperative’s complaint request- 
ing that the Commission fix and determine the annual rate of compensa- 
tion to be received by the District during the five-year period beginning 
June 1, 1947, for the sale of the electric output of its Morris Sheppard 
Project to the Cooperative, record supports the conclusion that, at this 
time, it is reasonable to allocate joint expenses 60 percent to power pro- 
duction and 40 percent to other functions of the District. Brazos River 
Conservation and Reclamation District ; Brazos River Transmission Elec- 
tric Cooperative, Inc., Complainant v. Brazos River Conservation and Rec- 
lamation District, Defendant, Rehearing on Commission's Disapproval of 
BOING ONE CRON IORs.ccccmcctnccteniinaineniitapeimmtnbitmannemmiaiiaintia 

In view of the fact that the difference between $257,500 (the amount the 
parties agreed upon as total annual compensation during the five-year 
period beginning June 1, 1947), and $253,256 (proposed by the Commission’s 
staff) is relatively small, and, since the major portions of both amounts are 
based on estimates of future costs, and the actual costs when determined 
can be taken into account in fixing the rate for the third five-year period, 
Commission approves the $257,500 charge for second five-year period. 


4. DEPRECIATION AND DEPLETION. 


With respect to Pittsburgh, the annual charges and a proper reserve for 
accrued depreciation and depletion reserves were agreed to but it is ad- 
mitted that the depreciation and depletion reserves of Kentucky are ex- 
cessive. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company 
and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company ; Pittsburgh and West Virginia 
Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Investigation 
Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion into Reasonableness of 
Rates of Natural Gas Companies______-------~ 
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RATES—Continued 
4. DEPRECIATION AND DEPLETION—Continued 


The 3.33 percent rate of depreciation of field lines of Kentucky proposed 
by the Commission Staff is the appropriate rate for the purpose of determin- 
ing annual depreciation expense and the reserve requirements for that 
Claneifintioth OF WEODOTRG, Beit nine 

The method of accruing the reserve for gas well equipment proposed by 
the Staff based on depreciation of the equipment rather than depletion of 
the wells, as contended for by Kentucky, is the appropriate method for 
that purpose. Wn. 222 nt re cen 

The inclusion of the probable reserves to be recovered from deeper drill- 
ing in the estimates of Kentucky’s probable ultimate recoverable reserves 
for the purpose of determining the proper depletion rate and proper de- 
pletion reserve requirement in the manner proposed by the Commission’s 
staff held fair, reasonable an@ proper. 16... cnecncncceccennsensne 

The rates of depreciation and the allowance for depletion proposed by 
the Staff for Kentucky, determined by the same method as heretofore used 
and applied by the Commission in all similar cases, found adequate for the 
purpose of determining a reasonable allowance for depletion expense and a 
reasonable depletion reserve requirement. Id-.-.--------------~----- be 

The depreciation and depletion reserve, which admittedly is excessive 
exists as a cushion for future under-accruals, if any, and equity to con- 
sumers requires that it be held for that purpose. City of Pittsburgh, Com- 
plainant v. Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company, Kentucky West 
Virginia Gas Company, Defendants; Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas 
Company ; Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Application for Rehear- 
ing on Order Reducing Rates of Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company_-__-_ 


5. OPERATING Costs, 
(a) In General. 


The fair field price theory presupposes a complete segregation of the pro- 
duction phase of a natural-gas company’s operation from its transportation 
business. The production operation is treated as a non-utility function free 
from regulation. The theory further presupposes the establishment of a 
“commodity value” or “field price” for all gas produced from the company’s 
own wells and entering its transportation system, such price being allowed 
aS an operating expense item in lieu of action production cost. The ulti- 
mate effect of substituting the field price theory for the cost or investment 
basis in determining just and reasonable rates for Respondents would be 
an annual increase in rates to purchasers of Respondent Kentucky’s gas. 
The inequity of such increases results from the additional profits to Ken- 
tucky over and above a fair return on its investment in properties used to 
render a public service together with the income taxes associated with such 
profits. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company 
and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company; Pittsburgh and West Virginia 
Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Investigation 
Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion into Reasonableness of 
etn GF TEGO OD Ge CN aa site ie hiecectecaicinnneintancnaened 

Apart from the patent unrealiability of forcecasts by Pittsburgh of pos- 
sibilities tending to greatly increase its costs and the possibilities of a 
decline in business, the matters involved are so uncertain and conjectural 
that they cannot be adjusted for in this proceeding. If and when situations 
arise which clearly affect a utility’s cost of service, a remedy is available 
by which necessary and appropriate adjustments in rates can be secured. 
TOU sisshccnccds che lnithiitiabdinechiieta tadeientieniet aided ee Te ed BR a ae er eae 

The Commission found that Kentucky’s cost of service, including a 6 per- 
cent return for the test period, would be $3,931,204 and the excess of Ken- 
tucky’s utility revenues over the cost of service for the test period would 
be $571,284, of which $428,463 is attributable to its sales to Pittsburgh. Id__ 


(b) Allocation. 


Upon rehearing on the Commission’s disapproval June 1, 1948, of the 
proposal of the District for adjustment of rates and charges to the Coopera- 
tive, and, after hearing on the Cooperative’s complaint requesting that the 
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RATES—Continued 


5. OpEraTINe Costs—Continued 
(b) Allocation—Continued 


Commission fix and determine the annual rate of compensation to be re- 
ceived by the District during the five-year period beginning June 1, 1947, 
for the sale of the electric output of its Morris Sheppard Project to the Co- 
operative, record supports the conclusion that, at this time, it is reasonable 
to allocate joint expenses 60 percent to power production and 40 percent 
to other functions of the District. Brazos River Conservation and Recla- 
mation District; Brazos River Transmission Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
Complainant v. Brazos River Conservation and Reclamation District, De- 
fendant, Rehearing on Commission’s Disapproval of Rates and 
I aca aera cee sacs kai ieee glial ceed eae 

The Commission finds that the proposed compensation for the second 
five-year period should include a surcharge to provide for the recovery of 
costs not previously reimbursed which were incurred during the first five- 
WE (ORISUG. “Wiad dc eect nie caceeeeaddaamemmenamibe 

(c) Commodity Cost or Value. 


The fair field price theory presupposes a complete segregation of the 
production phase of a natural-gas company’s operation from its transpor- 
tation business. The production operation is treated as a non-utility fune- 
tion free from regulation. The theory further pre-supposes tlie establish- 
ment of a “commodity value” or “field price” for all gas produced from 
the company’s own wells and entering its transportation system, such 
price being allowed as an operating expense item in lieu of actual produc- 
tion cost. The ultimate effect of substituting the field price theory for the 
cost or investment basis in determining just and reasonable rates for Re- 
spondents would be an annual increase in rates to purchasers of Respond- 
dent Kentucky’s gas. The inequity of such increases results from the 
additional profits to Kentucky over and above a fair return on its invest- 
ment in properties used to render a public service together with the in- 
come taxes associated with such profits. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh 
and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Com- 
pany; Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West 
Virginia Gas Company, Investiqation Unon Complaint and Commission's 
Own Motion into Reasonableness of Rates of Natural Gas Companies 


(d) Depreciation and Depletion. 


With respect to Pittsburgh, the annual charges and a proper reserve for 
accrued depreciation and depletion reserves were agreed to but it is 
admitted that the depreciation and depletion reserves of Kentucky are 
excessive. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Com- 
pany and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company: Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Investi- 
gation Upon Complaint and Commission's Own Motion into Reasonableness 
OF DeNSNe OF DOCUPGT Ck COM Ne ais vi ir icicercrttieennntiiwicnies 

The 3.33 percent rate of depreciation of field lines of Kentuc ky proposed 
by the Commission Staff is the appropriate rate for the purpose of de- 
termining annual depreciation expense and the reserve requirements for 
Se Cnet a NS: Ws ci nce 

The method of accruing the reserve for gas well equipment proposed by 
the Staff based on depreciation of the equipment rather than depletion of 
the well, as contended for by Kentucky, is the appropriate method for that 
purpose. Id salieri 

The inclusion of the probable reserves to be recovered from “deeper drill- 
ing in the estimates of Kentucky's probable ultimate recoverable reserves 
for the purpose of determining the proper depletion rate and proper de- 
pletion reserve requirement in the manner proposed by the Commission’s 
See BABE SAer, NS Oe WIONEe. Tsk ok esc tice 

The rates of depreciation and the allowance for depletion proposed by 
the Staff for Kentucky, determined by the same method as heretofore used 
and applied by the Commission in all similar cases, found adequate for the 
purpose of determining a reasonable allowance for depletion expense and 
a reasonable depletion reserve requirement. 
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RATES—Continued 
5. OPERATING Costs—Continued _ 
(e) Exploration and Development Costs. 


Since the Respondents’ risks, associated with the exploration and de- 
velopment costs of the natural gas supply which are allowed as proper 
operating expenses, have in effect been underwritten by the rate payers, a 
scheme by which these rates payers would now be foreclosed from any 
future benefits therefrom and should purchase their gas in the future as 
if all these costs had been borne by Respondents’ stockholders, is entirely 
devoid of equity and fair play. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company; Pitts- 
burgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas 
Company, Investigation Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion 


(f) Field Price. 


The fair field price theory presupposes a complete segregation of the pro- 
duction phase of a natural-gas company’s operation from its transportation 
business. The production operation is treated as a nonutility function 
free from regulation. The theory further presupposes the establishment 
of a “commodity value” or “field price” for all gas produced from the com- 
pany’s own wells and entering its transportation system, such price being 
allowed as an operating expense item in lieu of actual production cost. 
The ultimate effect of substituting the field price theory for the cost or in- 
vestment basis in determining just and reasonable rates for Respondents 
would be an annual increase in rates to purchasers of Respondent Ken- 
tucky’s gas. The inequity of such increases results from the additional 
profits to Kentucky over and above a fair return on its investment in prop- 
erties used to render a public service together with the income taxes 
associated with such profits. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company; Pitts- 
burgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas 
Company, Investigation Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion 
into Reasonableness of Rates of Natural Gas Companies_______-_------- 

It is not necessary in the light of the Natural Gas Act and the decisions 
of the Supreme Court to use the field price method. Since the public in- 
terest will be best served through continued adherence to the cost method 
of regulation and its application to the production of natural gas by 
natural-gas companies, it is clear that the exclusion from evidence of 
testimony relating to the field price of natural gas by the Trial Examiner 
WEG DEODUE, Cian 


(zg) Maintenance Costs. 


It seems entirely appropriate that the Commission provide at this time 
for the recovery during the five-year period of abnormal maintenance ex- 
penditures incurred during the twelve months ending June 30, 1948, since 
they are already known. Brazos River Conservation and Reclamation 
District ; Brazos River Transmission Electric Cooperative, Inc., Complain- 
ant v. Brazos River Conservation and Reclamation District, Defendant, 
Rehearing on Commission’s Disapproval of Rates and Charges 


(h) Production Expense. 


The fair field price theory presupposes a complete segregation of the 
production phase of a natural-gas company’s operation from its transpor- 
tation business. The production operation is treated as a nonutility 
function free from regulation. The theory further presupposes the estab- 
lishment of a “commodity value” or “field price” for all gas produced 
from the company’s own wells and entering its transportation system, 
such price being allowed as an operating expense item in lieu of actual 
production cost. The ultimate effect of substituting the field price theory 
for the cost or investment basis in determining just and reasonable rates 
for Respondents would be an annual increase in rates to purchasers of 
Respondent Kentucky’s gas. The inequity of such increases results from 
the additional profits to Kentucky over and above a fair return on its 
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RATES—Continued 
5. OPERATING Costs—Continued 
(h) Production Expense—Continued 


investment in properties used to render a public service together with the 
income taxes associated with such profits. City of Pittsburgh vy. Pitts- 
burgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas 
Company ; Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West 
Virginia Gas Company, Investigation Upon Complaint and Commission’s 
Own Motion into Reasonableness of Rates of Natural Gas Companies__-_- 


6. PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE. 
(a) Evidence. 


In consolidated proceedings, under provisions of Section 5 (a) of the 
Natural Gas Act, for a determination of the reasonableness of rates and 
charges of Respondents in connection with the transportation and sale 
of natural gas subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, evidence of 
market value of natural gas acreage, trended original cost, and reproduc- 
tion cost was properly excluded by the Presiding Examiner since it was not 
taken from the books and records, does not purport to represent actual 
cost of investment, and is too conjectural and illusory to be given any 
weight in these proceedings. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company; Pitts- 
burgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas 
Company, Investigation Upon Complaint and Commission's Own Motion 
into Reasonableness of Rates of Natural Gas Companies_____---_- 

It is not necessary in the light of the Natural Gas Act and the decisions 
of the Supreme Court to use the field price method. Since the public in- 
terest will be best served through continued adherence to the cost method 
of regulation and its applic ation to the production of natural gas by 
natural-gas companies, it is clear that the exclusion from evidence of testi- 
mony relating to the field price of natural gas by the Trial Examiner 
SE el. ats tne enim enim aeiganaeamaeeteReaaape 

The rates of depreciation and the allowance for depletion proposed by 
the Staff for Kentucky, determined by the same method as heretofore 
used and applied by the Commission in all similar cases, found adequate 
for the purpose of determining a reasonable allowance for depletion ex- 
pense and a reasonable depletion reserve requirement. Id 


(b) Order. 


Pending the determination of the matters on rehearing the effect of the 
Commission’s order of September 2, 1948, should be maintained. City of 
Pittsburgh, Complainant v. Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company 
Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Defendants; Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company; Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Applica- 
tion for Rehearing on Order Reducing Rates of Kentucky West Virginia 
Ne i sca Mocs tei ain adding naa reins adadaanipc aa adam 

In view of the fact that the difference between $257,500 (the amount the 
parties agreed upon as total annual compensaton during the five-year 
period beginning June 1, 1947), and $253,256 (proposed by the Commis- 
sion’s staff) is relatively small, and since the major portions of both 
amounts are based on estimates of future costs, and the actual costs when 
determined can be taken into account in fixing the rate for the third five- 
year period, Commission approves the $257,500 charge for the second five- 
year period. Brazos River Conservation and Reclamation District ; Brazos 
River Transmission Electric Cooperative, Inc., Complainant v. Brazos 
River Conservation and Reclamation District, Defendant, Rehearing on 
Commission’s Disapproval of Rates and Charges 


(c) Rehearing. 


With respect to Kentucky Company’s specifications of error regarding the 
Commission’s rejection of evidence of fair field price, reproduction cost, 
fair value and purchasing power of the dollar, the 6 percent rate of return, 
and the proper depletion rate and future costs relating to reserves to be 
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RATES—Continued 
6. PRACTICE AND ProcepURE—Cortinued 
(ec) Rehearing—Continued 


developed from deeper drilling, no new matters of law or fact are presented 
which the Commission has not already considered and, as to these, appli- 
cation rehearing denied. City of Pittsburgh, Complainant v. Pittsburgh 
and West Virginia Gas Company, Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company 
Defendants ; Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company; Kentucky West 
Virginia Gas Company, Application for Rehearing on Order Reducing Rates 
of Kentucky West Virginie Gas Company...............-- ne ene 
The Commission is not disposed to deny Kentucky Company the oppor- 
tunity to present evidence in support of its claim that its experience in 
1948 is sufficient to show that the test year 1945 is inappropriate for the 
future, and that its experience for 1948 “is a far better and more accurate 
basis for determination of cost of service for its present and immediate 
future than the year 1945.” While not convinced of the merits of Ken- 
tucky’s claim, the Commission granted rehearing for that purpose. Id_--- 
Pending the determination of the matters on rehearing the effect of the 
Commission’s order of September 2, 1948, should be maintained. Id_---__ 
Upon rehearing on the Commission’s disapproval June 1, 1948, of the 
proposal of the District for adjustment of rates and charges to the Co- 
operative, and, after hearing on the Cooperative’s complaint requesting 
that the Commission fix and determine the annual rate of compensation 
to be received by the District during the five-year period beginning June 1, 
1947, for the sale of the electric output of its Morris Sheppard Project to 
the Cooperative, record supports the conclusion that, at this time, it is 
reasonable to allocate joint expenses 60 percent to power production and 
40 percent to other functions of the District. Brazos River Conservation 
and Reclamation District; Brazos River Transmission Electric Coopera- 
tive, Inc., Complainant vy. Brazos River Conservation and Reclamation 
District, Defendant, Rehearing on Commission’s Dis@pproval of Rates and 
hs etn cue sae ac a ee 
In view of the fact that the differ rence between $257, 500 (the amount the 
parties agreed upon as total annual compensation during the five-year 
period beginning June 1, 1947), and $253,256 (proposed by the Commission’s 
staff) is relatively small, and since the mi: ijor portions of both amounts are 
based on estimates of future costs, and the actual costs when determined 
can be taken into account in fixing the rate for the third five-year period, 
Commission approves the $257,500 charge for the second five-year period. 
IO se sccaisicienatatsbsetliahccliltinsatiatacactne 


7. Rate BASE. 
(a) Actual Cost. 


In consolidated proceedings, under provisions of Section 5 (a) of the 
Natural Gas Act, for a determination of the reasonableness of rates and 
charges of Respondents in connection with the transportation and sale of 
natural gas subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, evidence of 
market value of natural gas acreage, trended original cost, and reproduc- 
tion cost was properly excluded by the Presiding Examiner since it was 
not taken from the books and records, does not purport to represent actual 
cost of investment, and is too conjectural and illusory to be given any 
weight in these proceedings. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company ; Pitts- 
burgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas 
Company, Investigation Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion 
into Reasonableness of Rates of Natural Gas Companies__........______ 

It is not necessary in the light of the Natural Gas Act and the decisions 
of the Supreme Court to use the field price method. Since the public 
interest will be best served through continued adherence to the cost method 
of regulation and its application to the production of natural gas by 
natural-gas companies, it is clear that the exclusion from evidence of 
testimony relating to the field price of natural gas by the Trial Examiner 
was proper. 
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RATES—Continued 
7. RaTeE Base—Continued 
(b) Depreciation and Depletion. 


With respect to Pittsburgh, the annual charges and a proper reserve for 
accrued depreciation and depletion reserves were agreed to but it is ad- 
mitted that the depreciation and depletion reserves of Kentucky are ex- 
cessive. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Com- 
pany and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company; Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, In- 
vestigation Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion into Reason- 
ableness of Rates of Natural Gas Companies___.._..--_.-------------- 

The 3.33 percent rate of depreciation of field lines of Kentucky proposed 
by the Commission Staff is the appropriate rate for the purpose of de- 
termining annual depreciation expense and the reserve requirements for 
Cat CLRMERTORIIOn Of preeeity: TM. 3 ee et 

The method of accruing the reserve for gas well equipment proposed by 
the Staff based on depreciation of the equipment rather than depletion 
of the wells, as contended for by Kentucky, is the appropriate method for 
SE OS. | Bic ain hike cee eewweninnkuens 

The inclusion of the probable reserves to be recovered from deeper drill- 
ing in the estimates of Kentucky’s probable ultimate recoverable reserves 
for the purpose of determining the proper depletion rate and proper de- 
pletion reserve requirement in the manner proposed by the Commission’s 
staff held Tair, reasonable and proper. Id... ecccccnnn 

The rates of depreciation and the allowance for depletion proposed by 
the Staff for Kentucky, determined by the same method as heretofore used 
and applied by the Commission in all similar cases, found adequate for the 
purpose of determining a reason: ible allowance for depletion expense and 
a reasonable depletion reserve requirement. ITd_--~- saat 

The depreciation and depletion reserve, which admittedly is excessive, 
exists as a cushion for future under-accruals, if any, and equity to con- 
sumers requires that it be held for that purpose. City of Pittsburgh, 
Complainant vy. Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company, Kentucky 
West Virginia Gas Company, Defendants; Pittsburgh and West Virginia 
Gas Company; Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Application for 
Rehearing on Order Reducing Rates of Kentucky West Virginia Gas Com- 
pany 


(c) Exploration and Development Expense. 


Since the Respondents’ risks, associated with the exploration and de- 
velopment costs of the natural gas supply which are allowed as proper 
operating expenses, have in effect been underwritten by the rate payers, 
a scheme by which these rate payers would now be foreclosed from any 
future benefits therefrom and should purchase their gas in the future as 
if all these costs had been borne by Respondents’ stockholders, is entirely 
devoid of equity and fair play. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company; Pitts- 
burgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas 
Company, Investigation Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion 
into Reasonableness of Rates of Natural Gas Companies__._._--_-------~- 

The inclusion of the probable reserves to be recovered from deeper drill- 
ing in the estimates of Kentucky’s probable ultimate recoverable reserves 
for the purpose of determining the proper depletion rate and proper deple- 
tion reserve requirement in the manner proposed by the Commission’s 
staff held fair, reasonable and proper. Id 


(d) In General. 


The fair field price theory presupposes a complete segregation of the 
production phase of a natural-gas company’s operation from its transpor- 
tation business. The production operation is treated as a nonutility fune- 
tion free from regulation. The theory further presupposes the establish- 
ment of a “commodity value” or “field price” for all gas produced from 
the company’s own wells and entering its transportation system, such price 
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INDEX-DIGEST OPINIONS 


RATES—Continued 
7. RATE BaseE—Continued 
(d) In General—Continued 


being allowed as an operating expense item in lieu of actual production 
cost. The ultimate effect of substituting the field price theory for the cost 
or investment basis in determining just and reasonable rates for Re- 
spondents would be an annual increase in rates to purchasers of Respond- 
ent Kentucky’s gas. The inequity of such increases results from the ad- 
ditional profits to Kentucky over and above a fair return on its invest- 
ment in properties used to render a public service together with the 
income taxes associated with such profits. City of Pittsburgh v. Pitts- 
burgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas 
Company, Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West 
Virginia Gas Company, Investigation Upon Complaint and Commission’s 
Own Motion into Reasonableness of Rates of Natural Gas Companies____ 


(e) Market Value of Gas Acreage. 


In consolidated proceedings, under provisions of Section 5 (a) of the 
Natural Gas Act, for a determination of the reasonableness of rates and 
charges of Respondents in connection with the transportation and sale of 
natural gas subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission, evidence of mar- 
ket value of natural gas acreage, trended original cost, and reproduction 
cost was properly excluded by the Presiding Examiner since it was not 
taken from the books and records, does not purport to represent actual 
cost of investment, and is too conjectural and illusory to be given any 
weight in these proceedings. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company; Pitts- 
burgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas 
Company, Investigation Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion 
into Reasonableness of Rates of Natural Gas Companics 


(f) Original Cost. 


See Rates, 7. Rate Base, (a) Actual Cost. 


(zg) Reproduction Cost. 

Rate Base, (a) Actual Cost. 
(h) Trended Original Cost. 

See Rates, 7. Rare Base, (a) Actual Cost. 


See Rates, 7. 


8. RATE oF RETURN. 


The Commission adheres to the principles of rate making enunciated 
by Mr. Justice Brandeis in the Southwestern Bell case, 262 U. 8. 276, 289, 
which were intended to assure the utility investor that he would receive 
a fair return on his investment devoted to the public service and that the 
consumer would not be compelled to pay a return upon an increment of 
value above such investment. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company; Pitts- 
burgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas 
Company, Investigation Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion 
into Reasonableness of Rates of Natural Gas Companies___.____-__-_.---~- 

A 6 percent rate of return to each of the Respondents is the maximum 
reasonable rate which could be allowed. Id -~-.....-...-~-.~....--.. 


See also Rates, 3. ANNUAL COMPENSATION BASis. 
9. REDUCTION oF RATES. 


Under the circumstances in this case, it would not be practical to require 
Pittsburgh to put into effect rate schedules which would bring about a 
reduction so small as the excess here indicated that would be attributable 
to the West Virginia sales in order to comply with claim of the West 
Virginia Commission on behalf of Pittsburgh’s intrastate customers for 
their share of any reduction in the latter’s rates which might result from 
this proceeding. City of Pittsburgh v. Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas 
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RATES. 
9. REDUCTION or RateEs—Continued 


Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company ; Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Investi- 
gation Upon Complaint and Commission’s Own Motion into Reasonable- 
ness of Rates of Natural Gas Companies_____._._...-_____-___-_---_--- es 

Kentucky’s rates are excessive in the amount of $571,284, of which 
$142,821 are attributable to, and should be reflected in a reduction 
of, its rates to Louisville Gas & Electric Company, and $428,463 in its rates 
to Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company, and Kentucky should file 
schedules to effect such a reduction. Id 


10. Reserves, Gas. 


Continued 





The inclusion of the probable reserves to be recovered from deeper 
drilling in the estimates of Kentucky’s probable ultimate recoverable 
reserves for the purpose of determining the proper depletion rate and 
proper depletion reserve requirement in the manner proposed by the Com- 
mission’s staff held fair, reasonable and proper. City of Pittsburgh v. 
Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia 
Gas Company ; Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky 
West Virginia Gas Company, Investigation Upon Complaint and Commis- 
sion’s Own Motion into Reasonableness of Rates of Natural Gas Com- 
I cision aia cncs scenes taesahccl Tics ices caciahaasciaad canted ecccabenbatccditloncacilita 


11. ScHEDULES. 
See Natura, Gas Companies, 2. Rate ScHEDULES, REVISION OF. 
12. Test PERIOD, 


Respondents’ operating experience for the year 1945, as adjusted, will 
afford a fair and reasonable guide for the future. City of Pittsburgh v. 
Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky West Virginia 
Gas Company; Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company and Kentucky 
West Virginia Gas Company, Investigation Upon Complaint and Commis- 
‘sion’s Own Motion into Reasonableness of Rates of Natural Gas Com- 
NN ssc Santi caniecdmcnsaiia ie cinta taeiaaac maar : -- 


The Commission has established a policy of allowing as cost of service 
all legitimate expenditures for gas, labor, taxes, and other items of ex- 
pense which were incurred during the test period, or which it is known 
would have been incurred had the subsequently established costs been in 
effect during the test period; provided that the evidence does not show an 
excess of future revenues over future costs of service such as would offset 
or absorb such known and experienced increases in costs. Id . = 

The Commission is not disposed to deny Kentucky Company the oppor- 
tunity to present evidence in support of its claim that its experience in 
1948 is sufficient to show that the test year 1945 is inappropriate for the 
future, and that its experience for 1948 is a far better and more accurate 
basis for determination of cost of service for its present and immediate 
future than the year 1945. While not convinced of the merits of Ken- 
tucky’s claim, the Commission granted rehearing for that purpose. City of 
Pittsburgh, Complainant v. Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company, 
Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Defendants; Pittsburgh and West 
Virginia Gas Company; Pittsburgh and West Virginia Gas Company; 
Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company, Application fer Rehearing on 
Order Reducing Rates of Kentucky West Virginia Gas Company 


RATE SCHEDULES. 


See NATURAL GAs, 2. EMERGENCY SERVICE RULES; NATURAL Gas Com- 
PANIES, 2. RATE SCHEDULES, REVISION OF. 


RECLAMATION DISTRICT. 


See Rates, 3. ANNUAL COMPENSATION Basis, 5. OpeRATING Ex- 


PENSES, (b) Allocation, (g) Maintenance Costs, 6. PRAcricE AND 
PROCEDURE, (c) Rehearing. 


Page 


132 


132 


125 


129 


130 


159 





INDEX-DIGEST OPINIONS 


REPRODUCTION COST. 
See Rates, 7. Rate Bass, (a) Actual Cost. 


RETURN. 

See Rates, 3. ANNUAL COMPENSATION Basis, 8. RATE or RETURN. 
ROADS. 

See Cost, 10. Prosecr Costs CLassIFIeD, (b) Roads and Bridges. 
SERVICE, CURTAILMENT OF. 

See Naturat Gas, 1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE CAPAcITy, 2. EMER- 

GENCY ServIcE RULES. 

SERVICE, EMERGENCY. 

See NATURAL GAS, 2. EMERGENCY SERVICE RULES. 
SERVICE, REQUEST FOR. 


See CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, 1. ALLOCA- 
TION OF PIPELINE CAPACITY; NATURAL GAs, 2. EMERGENCY SERVICE 
RULES. 

STATES. 
See NAVIGABLE Waters, 3. Evipence, (f) State’s Views on Naviga- 
bility, Effect of, 9. Stare STaTUTES, EFFECT or. 

STATUTES. 

1. CONSTRUCTION 

The authorization by Congress and construction of the Fort Peck Dam 
does not constitute an abandonment by Congress of “navigability” past 
and above it, since the acts of a sovereign will be construed in its favor 
and alleged suspension of power of government respecting a matter of 
public concern must be shown in unequivocal language. Brown v. 
Duschene, 19 How. 183, 195; Belmont Bridge v. Wheeling Bridge, 158 
U. S. 287, 292-293: Louisville € Nashville R’d v. Kentucky, 161 U. S. 677, 
685-686. Nowhere here is there unequivocal legislative purpose to sur- 
render any authority. In dealing with matters in this field, Congress has 
customarily used affirmative, direct statements. The Montana Power 
Company, Investigation to Determine Whether Hydroelectric Develop- 
ments Should be Licensed by the Federal Power Commission 


2. STATE, EFFECT OF. 


Operations of state laws cannot change the fundamental character of 
federal permits, complete control over which is vested in federal officers 
We ete ee GOON: Baines ih tees dean aiampasalcaaas 


SURCHARGE. 

See RAtes, 5 OPERATING Costs, (b) Allocation. 
TAXES. 

See Cost, 12. TAxEs. 
TEST PERIOD. 

See Rates, 12. Test PERrop. 
TRENDED ORIGINAL COST. 

See Rates, 7. Rate BAss, (a) Actual Cost. 
UNDERGROUND STORAGE. 


See CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, 11. STORAGE 
Proyect; NaturaAt Gas, 1. ALLOCATION OF PIPELINE Capacity, (h) 
Storage Fields, Use of. 
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UNLAWFUL PROJECT. 


See NAVIGABLE WATERS, 11. UNLAWFUL CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION; 
PuBLIC LANDS OF THE UNITED STATES. 


WATERS. 
See NAVIGABLE WATERS. 
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INDEX-DIGEST TO INTERMEDIATE DECISIONS WHICH 


HAVE BECOME FINAL 


ACCOUNTS AND ACCOUNTING. 
1. PRocEDURES, ACCOUNTING. 


The Staff of the Commission offered no objection to applicant’s proposed 
purchase, construction, and operation of facilities but it took issue with 
applicant as to cost basis on which applicant intended to reflect purchase 
of the 8-inch and 10-inch pipe line upon its books. New York State Natural 


Gas Corp., Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
Under the Natural Gas Act 


A fundamental accounting principle is that, if facilities, previously used 
in the transportation of natural gas in interstate commerce, are acquired 
(the first category), the acquiring utility should reflect them on its books at 
original cost less accrued depreciation. On the other hand, if a utility 
enlarges its gas plant by new construction (the second category), that is 
to be reflected on its books at actual cost. Id_..-..------_-_---__-_-.. 

Since all of the pipe line, which applicant proposes to purchase, has pre- 
viously been used for transportation of natural gas in interstate commerce, 
the fact that it later became dormant and was not used in the public service, 


nor in any service at all, does not, for the present purpose appear to be 
material. Id 


2. UNrrorM SyYsTeM of ACCOUNTS. 


Upon review, the Commission found that (a) certain facilities required 
by the initial decision to be recorded in accordance with Instruction 4, Gas 
Plant Purchased, of the Uniform System of Accounts Prescribed for Natu- 
ral Gas Companies constitute an “operating unit” within the meaning of In- 
struction 4, Gas Plant Purchased, of the Uniform System of Accounts; 
(b) the undisputed evidence warranted finding that line was devoted to 
public service prior to its ownership by Empire Gas & Fuel Co., and that 
recorded depreciation on books of Empire is the best measure of actual 
accrued depreciation; (c) the Presiding Examiner, reaching correct conclu- 
sion in initial decision, did not deem it necessary to pass upon the issue as 
to whether the proposed acquisition is that of an operating unit, but the 
Commission so finds; and (d) paragraph (1) of proposed order modified. 
New York State Natural Gas Corp., Application for Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity Under the Natural Gas Act________-__-_--._ 


CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECBSSITY. 
1, CONDITIONS OF ISSUANCE. 


Upon review, the Commission found that initial decision order should 
be modified as follows: (a) certificate be issued authorizing applicant to 
operate facilities described in its application, as amended and supple- 
mented; (b) applicant submit a tariff satisfactory to Commission 6 months 
prior to commencement of operations; (c) applicant commence construc- 
tion of the facilities not later than 1 year from date of issuance of order, 
in good faith prosecute construction, and report completion date in writing, 
together with date of commencement of operations; (@) certificate to be not 
transferable and effective only so long as applicant continues operation 
authorized in accordance with the Natural Gas Act, and any pertinent regu- 
lations of the Commission; and (e) application of Southern Natural Gas 
Co. in Docket No. G—796, insofar as it seeks authorization to extend its 
service to northern Alabama, dismissed. Commission ordered initial de- 
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Con. 
1. Conprrions or IssuAaNce—Continued 


cision modified accordingly and, as modified, to become effective as the 
decision of the Commission as of July 2, 1948, date of issuance of order. 
Alabama-Tennessee Natural Gas Co. and Southern Natural Gas Co., Ap- 
plication for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity Under the 
Natural Gas Act 

2. CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY. 

In a proceeding upon an application, in the alternative, requesting (1) 
a finding that the Commission has no jurisdiction or (2) that a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity be issued, pursuant to section 7 (c) 
of the Natural Gas Act, for an addition to applicant’s existing pipeline 
system, certificate issued upon findings that (a) applicant, although mak- 
ing no sales of natural gas at wholesale for resale, is engaged in interstate 
transportation of natural gas subject to the jurisdiction of the Commis- 
sion; (b) applicant is qualified applicant; (c) applicant is able and willing 
to do acts and to perform services which will be required to conform to 
provisions of Natural Gas Act; (d@) construction and operation of pro- 
posed facilities are required by public convenience and necessity. The East 
Ohio Gas Co., Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity 

Certificate issued to applicant authorizing acquisition, by merger, of 
natural gas systems of Memphis Natural Gas Co. and Kentucky Natural 
Gas Corp., and operation of merged facilities by Texas Gas Transmission 
Corp., on findings that (@) Memphis and Kentucky are subject to juris- 
diction of Commission and, upon completion of proposed merger, Texas will 
become a “natural-gas company,” subject to the jurisdiction of this Com- 
mission; (b) Texas is financially able to acquire and operate the property 
and facilities involved in the application; and (c) proposed acquisition 
by merger of the facilities of Memphis and Kentucky and their operation 
by Texas is and will be required by the present and future public conveni- 
ence and necessity. Memphis Natural Gas Co., Kentucky Natural Gas 
Corp. and Texas Gas Transmission Corp., Application for Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity Under the Natural Gas Act 

Certificate issued to applicant, a natural-gas company, to construct and 
operate certain extensions and additions to its integrated natural gas 
transmission system, already certificated, extending from gas fields in 
Kansas through that State and into Nebraska, on findings that (a) facil- 
ities proposed to be constructed and operated will be subject to the juris- 
diction of this Commission as an integral part of applicant’s certificated 
interstate system; (0) applicant is financially able to construct proposed 
acilities ; (c) proposed facilities are feasible economically and as a matter 
of engineering; (@) applicant has an assured supply of natural gas for a 
period of more than 25 years; (e) applicant is able and willing prop- 
erly to do the acts and to perform the service proposed and to conform to 
the provisions of the Natural Gas Act and the requirements, rules and 
regulations of this Commission thereunder; and (f) the proposed con- 
struction, operation and service are and will be required by the present 
and future public convenience and necessity. Kansas-Nebraska Natural 
Gas Co., Inc., Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Neces- 
sity Under the Natural Gas Act 

Certificate issued to applicant, a newly-formed corporation not previously 
engaged in business as a natural gas company, for transportation and sale 
of natural gas in interstate commerce, in northern Mississippi and north- 
ern Alabama, on findings that (a) public convenience and necessity will be 
served by introduction of natural gas in this area; (b) making natural gas 
available as chemical raw material, which would make possible additional 
production of ammonium nitrate at the TVA plant, would be in public inter- 
est; (c) there is a demand for natural gas on the part of small users for 
household and general commercial use, and of industries; (d@) applicant is 
assured a firm supply of natural gas adequate to serve its prospective 
customers; (e€) the applicant is financially able to construct and operate 
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Con. 
2. CoNVENIENCE AND NECEssiry—Continued 


proposed facilities, and project is economically feasible; and (f) Southern 
Natural Gas Co. has withdrawn its application in Docket No. G—796, insofar 
as that application sought authorization to serve northern Alabama, and 
does not now oppose the granting of a certificate to Alabama-Tennessee. 
Alabama-Tennessee Natural Gas Co. and Southern Natural Gas Co., Ap- 
plication for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity Under the 
Natural Gas Act 

Application for a certificate for construction and operation of proposed 
Burlington line from the Genoa City line to destination at Burlington, Wis., 
denied because applicant has not established, as required by section 7 (e) 
of the Natural Gas Act, that the proposed line is or will be required by the 
present or future public convenience and necessity. Wisconsin Southern 
Gas Co., Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
Under Section 7 (e) of the Natural Gas Act and Order Under Section 
7 (a) Thereof 

Certificate issued to applicant authorizing acquisition, construction and 
operation of additional pipe line as an integral part of applicant’s pipe- 
line transmission system for the transportation and sale of natural gas in 
interstate commerce, for resale on findings that (@) applicant is qualified to 
apply, within section 7 (c) of the Natural Gas Act; (6) applicant is able 
and willing property to do the acts and perform the services proposed, and 
to conform to the provisions of the Natural Gas Act and the requirements, 
rules, and regulations of the Federal Power Commission; (c) proposed 
acquisition, construction, and operation by applicant is or will be required 
by the public convenience and necessity; and (d@) the certificate will be 
issued upon reasonable terms and conditions set forth in the order. New 
York State Natural Gas Corp., Application for Certificate of Public Con- 
venience and Necessity Under the Natural Gas Act 


8. EvIDENCE AND ELEMENTS OF PROOF. 


In a proceeding upon an application, in the alternative, requesting (1) a 
finding that the Commission has no jurisdiction or (2) that a certificate of 
public convenience and necessity be issued, pursuant to section 7 (c) of 
the Natural Gas Act, for an addition to applicant’s existing pipeline sys- 
tem, certificate issued upon findings that (a) applicant, although making 
no sales of natural gas at wholesale for resale, is engaged in interstate 
transportation of natural gas subject to the jurisdiction of the Commis- 
sion; (b) is a qualified applicant; (c) is able and willing to do acts and to 
perform services which will be required to conform to provisions of Natural 
Gas Act; (d) construction and operation of proposed facilities are re- 
quired by public convenience and necessity. The Hast Ohio Gas Co., Ap- 
plication for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

Certificate issued to applicant authorizing acquisition, by merger, of 
natural gas systems of Memphis Natural Gas Co. and Kentucky Natural 
Gas Corp., and operation of merged facilities by Texas Gas Transmission 
Corp., on findings that (@) Memphis and Kentucky are subject to jurisdic- 
tion of Commission and upon completion of proposed merger, Texas will 
become a “natural-gas company,” subject to the jurisdiction of this Com- 
mission; (b) Texas is financially able to acquire and operate the property 
and facilities involved in the application; and (¢) proposed acquisition 
by merger of the facilities of Memphis and Kentucky and their operation 
by Texas is and will be required by the present and future public con- 
venience and necessity. Memphis Natural Gas Co., Kentucky Natural 
Gas Corp. and Texas Gas Transmission Corp., Application for Certificate 
of Public Convenience and Necessity Under the Natural Gas Act 

Section 7 (e) of the Natural Gas Act does not require any finding that the 
proposal of an applicant is indispensable, or that, if a certificate is refused, 
the applicant will not be able to continue adequate service to the customers 
whose service is under consideration, but there must be some practical 
benefit to one or more segments of the public interest, which segments in- 
clude that portion of the public which furnished the capital for public 
service as well as that portion which enjoys the benefits of the service. Id__ 
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Con. 
8. EVIDENCE AND ELEMENTS OF Proor—Continued 


Certificate issued to applicant, a natural-gas company, to construct and 
operate certain extensions and additions to its integrated natural gas trans- 
mission system, already certificated, extending from gas fields in Kansas 
through that State and into Nebraska, on findings that (a) facilities 
proposed to be constructed and operated will be subject to the jurisdiction 
of this Commission as an integral part of applicant’s certificated inter- 
state system; (0) applicant is financially able to construct proposed 
facilities; (c) proposed facilities are feasible economically and as a matter 
of engineering; (@) applicant has an assured supply of natural gas for a 
period of more than 25 years; (€) applicant is able and willing properly 
to do the acts and to perform the service proposed and to conform to the 
provisions of the Natural Gas Act and the requirements, rules and regula- 
tions of this Commission thereunder; and (f) the proposed construction, 
operation and service are and will be required by the present and future 
public convenience and necessity. Kansas-Nebraska Natural Gas Co., 
Inc., Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity Under 
CO I CG I ii Rieti sh epimers a calacaiiehnachciaeactaea i iaedlinaainn 

Certificate issued to applicant, a newly formed corporation not previously 
engaged in business as a natural gas company, for transportation and sale 
of natural gas in interstate commerce, in northern Mississippi and northern 
Alabama, on findings that (a) public convenience and necessity will be 
served by introduction of natural gas in this area; (b) making natural 
gas available as chemical raw material, which would make possible addi- 
tional production of ammonium nitrate at the TVA plant, would be in 
public interest; (c) there is a demand for natural gas on the part of small 
users for household and general commercial use, and of industries; (d) 
applicant is assured a firm supply of natural gas adequate to serve its 
prospective customers ; (e) the applicant is financially able to construct and 
operate proposed facilities, and project is economically feasible; and (f) 
Southern Natural Gas Co. has withdrawn its application in Docket No. 
G-796, insofar as that application sought authorization to serve northern 
Alabama, and does not now oppose the granting of a certificate to Alabama- 
Tennessee. Alabama-Tennessee Natural Gas Co. and Southern Natural 
Gas Co., Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
UGGEF Ch. ROTO IO Bi ccnticceninassambnammnicinonmerndemnegpeiniteiitin 

Applicant’s application for a certificate for construction and operation 
of proposed Burlington line from the Genoa City line to destination at 
Burlington, Wis., denied because applicant has not established, as required 
by section 7 (e) of Natural Gas Act, that the proposed line is or will be 
required by the present or future public convenience and necessity. Wis- 
consin Southern Gas Co., Application for Certificate of Public Convenience 
and Necessity Under Section 7 (e) of the Natural Gas Act and Order 
STUEE OCUHR 5 Cs 2 OO ttcescinenccentiigieenn pian tiiminimnatnabainipnaiinmnts 

Pending application for certificate for construction and operation of fa- 
cilities from the Illinois-Wisconsin state boundary line to Burlington to 
connect with the interstate pipeline facilities of Natural Gas Pipeline Co. 
of America transporting gas from the Panhandle field in Texas as well as 
for an order addressed to latter for compulsory interconnection and sale 
of natural gas under section 7 (a) of the Natural Gas Act, though within 
Commission’s jurisdiction, denied with permission to applicant to present 
further evidence within 30 days of definite arrangements made for financing 
proposed construction and acquisition of requisite local approvals and 
required approval and certification from the Wisconsin Public Service 
CORI +. Filet tintin pee tinhencntanecaien mma biigliiiameailiiinme ean 

Certificate issued to applicant authorizing acquisition, construction and 
operation of additional pipe line as an integral part of applicant’s pipe- 
line transmission system for the transportation and sale of natural gas 
in interstate commerce for resale on findings that (a) applicant is quali- 
fied to apply within section 7 (c) of the Natural Gas Act; (b) applicant is 
able and willing properly to do the acts and perform the services proposed, 
and to conform to the provisions of the Natural Gas Act and the require- 
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Con. 
8. EVIDENCE AND ELEMENTS or Proor—Continued 


ments, rules, and regulations of the Federal Power Commission; (c) 
proposed acquisition, construction, and operation by applicant is or will 
be required by the public convenience and necessity ; and (d) the certificate 
will be issued upon reasonable terms and conditions set forth in the order. 
New York State Natural Gas Corp., Application for Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity Under the Natural Gas Act__-..-.._---_---_- 

Upon review, the Commission found that (a) certain facilities required 
by the initial decision to be recorded in accordance with Instruction 4, Gas 
Plant Purchased, of the Uniform System of Accounts Prescribed for 
Natural Gas Companies constitute an “operating unit” within the meaning 
of Instruction 4, Gas Plant Purchased, of the Uniform System of Accounts; 
(b) the undisputed evidence warranted finding that the line was devoted 
to public service prior to its ownership by Empire Gas & Fuel Co., and 
that recorded depreciation on books of Empire is the best measure of 
actual accrued depreciation; (c) the Presiding Examiner, reaching correct 
conclusion in initial decision, did not deem it necessary to pass upon the 
issue as to whether the proposed acquisition is that of an operating unit, 
but the Commission so finds; and (d@) paragraph (1) of proposed 
cullen WiCGRROE: Tih. sitctcnteindcindticsinnginiinminemiztineithiintitit Reheat 


4, FACILITIES, ACQUISITION OF. 
(a) Accounting for. 


The Staff of the Commission offered no objection to applicant’s proposed 
purchase, construction, and operation of facilities but it took issue with 
applicant as to cost basis on which applicant intended to reflect purchase 
of the 8-inch and 10-inch pipe line upon its books. New York State Natural 
Gas Corp., Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
ig Pg gk | Se A, el sede Le 

A fundamental accounting principle is that, if facilities, previously used 
in the transportation of natural gas in interstate commerce, are acquired 
(the first category), the acquiring utility should reflect them on its books 
at original cost less accrued depreciation. On the other hand, if a utility 
enlarges its gas plant by new construction (the second category), that is 
to be reflected on its books at actual cost. Id_----------_-______-________ 

Since all of the pipe line, which applicant proposes to purchase, has pre- 
viously been used for transportation of natural gas in interstate commerce, 
the fact that it later became dormant and was not used in the public service, 
nor in any service at all, does not, for the present purpose of determining 
tte Crgteeted: BOE TO BO TUTE, Tle eee eee 

Upon review, the Commission found that (a) certain facilities required 
by the initial decision to be recorded in accordance with Instruction 4, Gas 
Plant Purchased, of the Uniform System of Accounts Prescribed for 
Natural Gas Companies constitute an “operating unit” within the meaning 
of Instruction 4, Gas Plant Purchased, of the Uniform System of Accounts; 
(b) the undisputed evidence warranted finding that the line was devoted to 
public service prior to its ownership by Empire Gas & Fuel Co., and that 
recorded depreciation on books of Empire is the best measure of actual 
accrued depreciation; (c) the Presiding Examiner, reaching correct con- 
clusion in initial decision, did not deem it necessary to pass upon the issue 
as to whether the proposed acquisition is that of an operating unit, but the 
Commission so finds; and (d) paragraph (1) of proposed order modified. 


(b) In General. 


Certificate issued to applicant authorizing acquisition, by merger, of 
natural gas systems of Memphis Natural Gas Co. and Kentucky Natural 
Gas Corp., and operation of merged facilities by Texas Gas Transmission 
Corp., on findings that (@) Memphis and Kentucky are subject to jurisdic- 
tion of Commission and, upon completion of proposed merger, Texas will 
become a “natural-gas company,” subject to the jurisdiction of this Commis- 
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Con. 
4, FAcILITIES, ACQUISITION or—Continued 
(b) In General—Continued 


sion; (b) Texas is financially able to acquire and operate the property and 
facilities involved in the application; and (c) proposed acquisition by 
merger of the facilities of Memphis and Kentucky and their operation by 
Texas is and will be required by the present and future public convenience 
and necessity. Memphis Natural Gas Co., Kentucky Natural Gas Corp. 
and Texas Gas Transmission Corp., Application for Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity Under the Natural Gas Act____-------------- 

The Natural Gas Act does not limit the acquisition or operation of 
natural gas transmission facilities to facilities which are interconnected 
with any existing natural gas transmission pipe-line system of an ap- 
UCR a an a hh lh i is enh lin ented nha ae dtaiel sactaas ainsi 


5. JURISDICTION. 


In a proceeding upon an application, in the alternative, requesting (1) 
a finding that the Commission has no jurisdiction or (2) that a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity be issued, pursuant to section 7 (c) 
of the Natural Gas Act, for an addition to applicant’s existing pipe-line 
system, certificate issued upon findings that (@) applicant, although mak- 
ing no sales of natural gas at wholesale for resale, is engaged in interstate 
transportation of natural gas subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission ; 
(b) applicant is qualified applicant; (c) applicant is able and willing to do 
acts and to perform services which will be required to conform to pro- 
visions of Natural Gas Act; and (d) construction and operation of proposed 
facilities are required by public convenience and necessity. The East Ohio 
Gas Co., Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity__ 

The Natural Gas Act does not limit the acquisition or operation of 
natural gas transmission facilities to facilities which are interconnected 
with the existing natural gas transmission pipe-line system of an applicant. 
Memphis Natural Gas Co., Kentucky Natural Gas Corp. and Texas Gas 
Transmission Corp., Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Hecesttty Under Che MGIUTGh GO0 B06 ante tigewscenmenemic 

Wisconsin Southern Gas Co. is engaged in the transportation of natural 
gas in interstate commerce and is, therefore, a “natural-gas company” 
within the meaning of the Natural Gas Act. Wisconsin Southern Gas Co., 
Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity Under 
Section 7 (e) of the Natural Gas Act and Order Under Section 7 (a) 


Applicant’s application for a certificate for acquisition by applicant of 
Wisconsin Gas & Electric Co.’s Genoa City line located in Wisconsin 
dismissed on jurisdictional grounds since line, if acquired, will be used 
by applicant for the local distribution of natural gas under section 1 (b) 
of the Act for which a certificate is not required. Id--_....__-_--____-_ 

Pending application for certificate for construction and operation of facil- 
ities from the Ilinois-Wisconsin state boundary line to Burlington to con- 
nect with the interstate pipeline facilities of Natural Gas Pipeline Co. of 
America transporting gas from the Panhandle field in Texas as well as for 
an order addressed to latter company for compulsory interconnection and 
sale of natural gas under section 7 (a) of the Natural Gas Act, though 
within Commission’s jurisdiction, denied with permission to applicant to 
present further evidence within 30 days of definite arrangements made for 
financing proposed construction and acquisition of requisite local approvals 
and required approval and certification from the Wisconsin Public Service 
Commission. Id 


6. MERGER. 


See CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NEcEssIty, 4. FAciLitigs, 
ACQUISITION OF. 


7. PRACTICE. 
See PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE. 
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INDEX-DIGEST DECISIONS 


CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Con. 
8. Pustic INTEREST. 


Section 7 (e) of the Natural Gas Act does not require any finding that 
the proposal of an applicant is indispensable, or that, if a certificate is re- 
fused, the applicant will not be able to continue adequate service to the 
eustomers whose service is under consideration, but there must be some 
practical benefit to one or more segments of the public interest, which 
segments include that portion of the public which furnished the capital for 
public service as well as that portion which enjoys the benefits of the 
service. Memphis Natural Gas Co., Kentucky Natural Gas Corp. and 
Teras Gas Transmission Corp., Application for Certificate of Public Con- 
venience and Necessity Under the Natural Gas Act___----------~--~----- 


See also CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, 2. CON- 
VENIENCE AND NECESSITY. 


CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY. 


See CERTIFICATE OF PuBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, 2. CONVENIENCE 
AND NECESSITY. 


EVIDENCE. 


See CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, 3. EVIDENCE 
AND ELEMENTS OF PROOF; LICENSE, 1. RESTRICTIVE LIMITATIONS, Mopti- 
FICATION OF, (a) Factors Involved. 


FACILITIES. 
See NATURAL-GAS COMPANIES, 1. ACQUISITION OF FACILITIES. 


INTERMEDIATE DECISIONS. 
See PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE, 1. INTERMEDIATE DECISION MopIrieD. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE. 
1. NATURAL GAS, TRANSMISSION AND SALE IN. 


In a proceeding upon an application, in the alternative, requesting (1) 
a finding that the Commission has no jurisdiction or (2) that a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity be issued, pursuant to section 7 (c) 
of the Natural Gas Act, for an addition to applicant’s existing pipe-line 
system, certificate issued upon findings that (a) applicant, although mak- 
ing no sales of natural gas at wholesale for resale, is engaged in interstate 
transportation of natural gas subject to the jurisdiction of the Commis- 
sion; (0) applicant is qualified applicant; (c) applicant is able and willing 
to do acts and to perform services which will be required to conform to 
provisions of Natural Gas Act; and (d) construction and operation of pro- 
posed facilities are required by public convenience and necessity. The 
East Ohio Gas Co., Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
OCCU a seis cvbiasSiiclatsticni nt dh citi nbatnie cecil dais | Oe ae eat 

Wisconsin Southern Gas Co. is engaged in the transportation of natural 
gas in interstate commerce and is, therefore, a “natural-gas company” 
within the meaning of the Natural Gas Act. Wisconsin Southern Gas Co., 
Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity Under 
Section 7 (e) of the Natural Gas Act and Order Under Section 7 (a) 
Thereof 


JURISDICTION. 
1. NATURAL-GAS COMPANIES. 
(a) Facilities. 


The Natural Gas Act does not limit the acquisition or operation of 
natural gas transmission fa@ilities to facilities which are intercon- 
nected with an existing natural gas transmission pipe-line system of 
an applicant. Memphis Natural Gas Co., Kentucky Natural Gas Corp. and 
Texas Gas Transmission Corp., Application for Certificate of Public Con- 
venience and Necessity Under the Natural Gas Act 
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JURISDICTION—Continued 
1. Naturat-Gas Companres—Continued 
(b) Local Distribution. 


Applicant’s application for a certificate for acquisition by applicant of 
Wisconsin Gas & Electric Co.’s Genoa City line located in Wisconsin 
dismissed on jurisdictional grounds since line, if acquired, will be used by 
applicant for the local distribution of natural gas under section 1 (b) 
of the Act for which a certificate is not required. Wisconsin Southern Gas 
Co., Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity Under 


Section 7 (e) of the Natural Gas Act and Order Under Section 7 (a) 
NE cpa ae lh ke re aaa ee Pere ee ee ee 


(c) Transportation in Interstate Commerce. 


In a proceeding upon an application, in the alternative, requesting (1) 
a finding that the Commission has no jurisdiction or (2) that a certificate 
of public convenience and necessity be issued, pursuant to section 7 (c) 
of the Natural Gas Act, for an addition to applicant’s existing pipeline 
system, certificate isswed upon findings that (@) applicant, although making 
no sales of natural gas at wholesale for resale, is engaged in interstate 
transportation of natural gas subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission ; 
(b) applicant is qualified applicant; (c) applicant is able and willing to 
do acts and to perform services which will be required to conform to 
provisions of Natural Gas Act; and (d) construction and operation of 
proposed facilities are required by public convenience and necessity. 
The East Ohio Gas Co., Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience 
Oe citings nia at a 

Wisconsin Southern Gas Co. is engaged in the transportation of natural 
gas in interstate commerce and is, therefore, a “natural-gas company” 
within the meaning of the Natural Gas Act. Wisconsin Southern Gas Co., 
Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity Under 
Section 7 (e) of the Natural Gas Act and Order Under Section 7? (a) 
Thereof 


2. HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT. 


Preliminary permit granted applicant for proposed hydroelectric develop- 
ment, enlarging existing Blackwater River Reservoir flood-control project 
of Federal Government on Blackwater River in Merrimack County, N. H., 
on findings that (a) project would be under the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mission under 4 (f) of the Federal Power Act; (6) project is consistent 
with the best and latest comprehensive plan of development for the Merri- 
mack River Basin; (c) proposed increased capacity of reservoir would 
result in additional flood-control benefits; (@) increased flow of water 
to Merrimack River from enlarged reservoir will help materially to 
reduce pollution nuisances; (e) additional benefits will be possible by the 
re-use of water from increased storage capacity by down-the-river plants ; 
(f) additional capacity in Blackwater Reservoir will make more feasible 
development of three undeveloped power sites downstream from reservoir ; 
(9) economic benefits and increased demand for power are shown; (h) 
applicant is financially able to undertake and perform work under pre- 
liminary permit; (i) there is no other application for a similar project 
or in conflict with proposed project; and (j) no evidence is presented 
showing that proposed project should be undertaken by the United States. 
Cooperative Service Association, On Application for Preliminary Permit 
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for Proposed Hydroelectric Development Under the Federal Power Act__ 229-30 


LICENSE. 
1. RESTRICTIVE LIMITATIONS, MODIFICATION OF. 
(a) Factors Involved. 
(i) Beneficial Uses. ® 


In proceeding upon application filed by licensee for modification of article 
18 of license issued in 1926 to predecessor, question presented whether, 
in view of objectives specified in section 10 of Federal Power Act, it can 


INDEX-DIGEST DECISIONS 1183 


LICENSE—Continued 
1. RESTRICTIVE LIMITATIONS, MODIFICATION oF—Continued 
(a) Factors Involved—Continued 
(i) Beneficial Uses—Continued 


be concluded from the evidence that requested modification of the re- 
strictive limitations of article 13 of license upon permissible discharge for 
power generation will result in more effective utilization of water-power 
resources without substantially and adversely affecting preservation of 
Lake Chelan for recreational and other beneficial uses. The Washington 
Water Power Co., On Application for Revision of License Relating to 
Operation of Power Plant and Resultant Surface Elevation of Lake pa 
Chelan 2 


(ii) Flood Conditions. 


Danger of flood conditions materially lessened if waters are taken 
through plant earlier in year as proposed under modification of article 13, 
because, in years of high water, there will be less water to waste and 
therefore better control. The Washington Water Power Co., On Appli- 
cation for Revision of License Relating to Operation of Power Plant and 
Resultant Surface Elevation of Lake Chelan__..--.--------------------- 234 


(ili) Operation. 


Proposed modification of article 13 would provide greater flexibility 

of operation, thereby permitting increased generation of power at times 

when water is available, and there would be a substantial average increase 

in the generation of power during the months of April, May, and June. 

The Washington Water Power Co., On Application for Revision of License 

Relating to Operation of Power Plant and Resultant Surface Elevation 

OF TARO Cacia nencnnisiigmeincinncnmtannlemnniimnataipiiiamma mantis 236 
There is and can be no issue in this proceeding respecting a reqrvirement 

that the licensee shall maintain the level of Lake Chelan at 1,109 feet but 

the question is as to the limitation on average draw-down or draft between 

Bes I, ced: Da ti hictnssstinciietttnc ent cairns beiiactintnpaletans 239 
The probable delay that may be anticipated as a result of operations 

under proposed modification before the lake reaches an elevation of 1,086 

feet is very brief when compared with the additional generation of power 

ee ee = ee ae ee 240 


(iv) Power Supply. 


Licensee is a member of a group composed of the major utilities serving 
electric power and energy throughout the Pacific Northwest, known as the 
Northwest Power Pool. From its surveys of power supply in the area, it 
has been determined that there is now a marked deficiency and, in a critical 
water year, it will become a very serious problem. The Washington Water 
Power Co., On Application for Revision of License Relating to Operation 
of Power Plant and Resultant Surface Elevation of Lake Chelan____---- 236 


(b) Order. 


Commission concluded that it did not seem wise at this time to modify 
permanently an instrument that is to continue in effect for a quarter of a 
century. The modification of article 13 should be granted for period end- 
ing September 15, 1953, at the end of which time article 13 as it now 
exists should be restored and made effective thereafter, unless Commission 
shall otherwise change it prior thereto. The Washington Water Power 
Co., On Application for Revision of License Relating to Operation of 
Power Plant and Resultant Surface Elevation of Lake Chelan__.....--- 241 


LOCAL DISTRIBUTION. 
See Jurispicrion, 1. Naturat-Gas Companies, (b) Local Distribution. 
MERGER. 


See CERTIFICATION OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, 4. FACILITIES, 
ACQUISITION OF. 
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NATURAL-GAS COMPANIES. 
1. ACQUISITION OF FACILITIES. 


Certificate issued to applicant authorizing acquisition, by merger, of nat- 
ural gas systems of Memphis Natural Gas Co. and Kentucky Natural Gas 
Corp., and operating of merged facilities by Texas Gas Transmission Corp., 
on findings that (a) Memphis and Kentucky are subject to jurisdiction of 
Commission and, upon completion of proposed merger, Texas will become a 
“natural-gas company,” subject to the jurisdiction of this Commission; 
(b) Texas is financially able to acquire and operate the property and facil- 
ities involved in the application; and (c) proposed acquisition by merger 
of the facilities of Memphis and Kentucky and their operation by Texas is 
and will be required by the present and future public convenience and 
necessity. Memphis Natural Gas Co., Kentucky Natural Gas Corp. and 
Texas Gas Transmission Corp., Application for Certificate of Public Con- 
venience and Necessity Under the Natural Gas Act____-_---------~------ 

The Natural Gas Act does not limit the acquisition or operation of nat- 
ural gas transmission facilities to facilities which are interconnected with 
any existing natural gas transmission pipeline system of an applicant. 
Bc i a reg oh etek aaa eh att top edb tcbende dani 

Certificate issued to applicant authorizing acquisition, construction and 
operation of additional pipe line as an integral part of applicant’s pipe- 
line transmission system for the transportation and sale of natural gas in 
interstate commerce for resale, on findings that (@) applicant is qualified 
to apply, within section 7 (c) of the Natural Gas Act; (b) applicant is 
able and willing properly to do the acts and perform the services pro- 
posed, and to conform to the provisions of the Natural Gas Act and the 
requirements, rules, and regulations of the Federal Power Commission ; 
(c) proposed acquisition, construction, and operation by applicant is or will 
be required by the public convenience and necessity; and (d) the certifi- 
cate will be issued upon reasonable terms and conditions set forth in the 
order. New York State Natural Gas Corp., Application for Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity Under the Natural Gas Act__ 


See also CERTIFICATE OF PUPLIC CONVENIFNCE AND NECESSITY. 


NAVIGABLE WATERS. 
See LIicENSE: PRELIMINARY PERMITS. 


PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE. 
1. INTERMEDIATE DECISION MopIFIED. 


Commission concluded that it did not seem wise at this time to modify 
permanently an instrument that is to continue in effect for a quarter of a 
century. The modification of article 18 should be granted for period 
ending September 15, 1953, at the end of which time article 13 as it now 
exists should be restored and made effective thereafter, unless Commission 
shall otherwise change it prior thereto. The Washington Water Power 
Co., On Application for Revision of License Relating to Operation of Power 
Plant and Resultant Surface Elevation of Lake Chelan___...---_.----_-- 

Upon review, the Commission found that initial decision order should 
be modified as follows: (a) certificate be issued authorizing applicant to 
operate facilities described in its application, as amended and supple- 
mented ; (b) applicant submit a tariff satisfactory to Commission 6 months 
prior to commencement of operations; (c) applicant commence construc- 
tion of the facilities not later than 1 year from date of issuance of order, 
in good faith prgsecute construction and report completion date in writ- 
ing, together with date of commencement of operations: (d) certificate to 
be not transferable and effective only so long as applicant continues opera- 
tion authorized in accordance with the Natural Gas Act, and any pertinent 
regulations of the Commission; and (e) application of Southern Natural 
Gas Co. in Docket No. G-796, insofar as it seeks authorization to extend its 
service to northern Alabama, dismissed. Commission ordered initial deci- 
sion modified accordingly and, as modified, to become effective as the 
decision of the Commission as of July 2, 1948, date of issuance of order. 

























































Page 


221-3 


241 


INDEX-DIGEST DECISIONS 


PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE—Contiued 
1. INTERMEDIATE DECISION MopiIrrep—Continued 


Alabama-Tennessee Natural Gas Co. and Southern Natural Gas Co., Appli- 
cation for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity Under the 
TRU I Ba iia icin tertile tea 

Upon review, the Commission found that (a) certain facilities required 
by the initial decision to be recorded in accordance with Instruction 4, 
Gas Plant Purchased, of the Uniform System of Accounts Prescribed for 
Natural Gas Companies constitute an “operating unit” within the meaning 
of Instruction 4, Gas Plant Purchased, of the Uniform System of Accounts ; 
(b) the undisputed evidence warranted finding that line was devoted to 
public service prior to its ownership by Empire Gas & Fuel Co., and that 
recorded depreciation on books of Empire is the best measure of actual 
accrued depreciation; (c) the Presiding Examiner, reaching correct 
conclusion in initial decision, did not deem it necessary to pass upon 
the issue as to whether the proposed acquisition is that of an operating 
unit, but the Commission so finds; and (d) paragraph (1) of proposed 
order modified. New York State Natural Gas Corp., Application for Cer- 
tificate of Public Convenience and Necessity Under the Natural Gas Act__- 


PRELIMINARY PERMITS. 


Preliminary permit granted applicant for proposed hydroelectric develop- 
ment, enlarging existing Blackwater River Reservoir flood-control project 
of Federal Government on Blackwater River in Merrimack County, N. H., 
on findings that (a) project would be under the jurisdiction of the Commis- 
sion under 4 (f) of the Federal Power Act; (6) project is consistent with 
the best and latest comprehensive plan of development for the Merrimack 
River Basin; (c) proposed increased capacity of reservoir would result in 
additional flood-control benefits; (d@) increased flow of water to Merrimack 
River from enlarged reservoir will help materially to reduce pollution 
nuisances; (e€) additional benefits will be possible by the re-use of water 
from increased storage capacity by down-the-river plants; (f) additional 
capacity in Blackwater Reservoir will make more feasible development of 
three undeveloped power sites downstream from reservoir; (g) economic 
benefits and increased demand for power are shown; (hk) applicant is 
financially able to undertake and perform under preliminary permit; (i) 
there is no other application for a similar project or in conflict with pro- 
posed project; and (j) no evidence is presented showing that proposed 
project should be undertaken by the United States. Cooperative Service 
Association, On Application for Preliminary Permit for Proposed Hydro- 
electric Development Under the Federal Power Act 


PUBLIC INTEREST. 


Section 7 (e) of the Natural Gas Act does not require any finding that 
the proposal of an applicant is indispensable, or that, if a certificate is 
refused, the applicant will not be able to continue adequate service to the 
customers whose service is under consideration, but there must be some 
practical benefit to one or more segments of the public interest, which seg- 
ments include that portion of the public which furnished the capital for 
public service as well as that portion which enjoys the benefits of the 
service. Memphis Natural Gas Co., Kentucky Natural Gas Corp. and Tezras 
Gas Transmission Corp., Application for Certificate of Public Convenience 
and Necessity Under the Natural Gas Act 


See also CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NEcEssITy, 2. 
CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY. 
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INDEX TO ORDERS OF COMMISSION 
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OF OPINIONS 





ABANDONMENT—Section 7 (b) (N. G. A.). 
. APPLICATION AND PROCEEDINGS. 
(a) Dismissed. 


Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—1017_---_----------- 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., docket Nos. G—988 and 
I sore iciccen cia narntdaik dnainaed Academe 


. AUTHORIZATION OF. 


Home Gas Co., the Manufacturers Light & Heat Co. and Cum- 

berland & Allegheny Gas Co., docket No. G-969______-------- 
Hope Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-1061_-__----__----__-- ‘ 
Kansas-Nebraska Natural Gas Co., Inc., docket No. G-1098_-__- 
Manufacturers Light & Heat Co., Home Gas Co., and Natural 

Gas Co. of W. Virginia, docket No. G-1117_____--..--_--- eee 
Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-981______--_------~- 
Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—1034___-_- Sanemesasraiel 
Ohio Fuel Gas Co., docket No. G—-1016___..................... 
United Gas Pipe Line Co. and Southern Natural Gas Co., docket 

TGS iin toeccecancdedspaceeuesacaaeed seaeia 


ACCOUNTS. 
1. Exemprion From Batance SHEET AccouNts INsrrucTion 5-E. 
CALIFORNIA OREGON Power Co., docket No, IT-6094_____-______ 
2. RECLASSIFICATION OF. 
(a) Electric. 


California-Pacific Utilities Co., docket No. IT-6082_____---_-_ 
Connecticut Power Co., February 26, 1948_..._-._----_________ 
Consolidated Gas Electric Light & Power Co. of Baltimore, 
TE Si Fei acai iiarcaingsecnicitcetnicn igs ntiaicioiaists ks — 
Duquesne Light Co., June 3, 1948_..-__._____________ anon 
Fitchburg Gas & Electric Light Co., April 6, 1948____ ci 
Florida Power Corp., June 22, 1948_...---_...--___- 
Frontier Power Co., January 27, 1948__.__._._____- ; Sinn 
Haverhill Electric Co., October 26, 1948__.._-_--_-___-_- 
Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Co., January 27, 1948___- _ 
Kansas City Power & Light Co., October 26, 1948__ aliases 
Kentucky Utilities Co., docket No. IT-5565_.__.______- he 
Memphis Generating Co., July 27, 1948__.._.______---________- 
Mystic Power Co., December 7, 1948______--___- aaa a 
New England Power Co., July 9, 1948_....-----..__.-____ ieee 
Northern States Power Co., March 16, 1948_____-_______ ae 
Northern States Power Co., March 16, 1948______________- —_ 
Northern States Power Co., September 14, 1948___.__.__________ 
Northern Virginia Power Co., January 13, 1948______ ea 
Potomac Bdison Co., January 13, 1948_..._____._._.________ 


NATURE 
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ACCOUNTS—Continued 
2. RECLASSFICATION or—Continued 
(a) Hlectric—Continued 


(b) 


(ec) 


Potomac Light and Power Co., January 13, 1948__----__------ 
St. Joseph Light & Power Co., July 20, 1948_-----_---_---____-- 
Sierra Pacific Power Co., June 10, 1948_.......--..--------__-- 
Telluride Power Co., October 19, 1946........................... 
Union Electric Co. of Missouri, February 26, 1948_.__-------- 
Western Colorado Power Co., docket No. IT-5879__---------- 
Gas. 

Central Kentucky Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-815_-_------- 
Cities Service Gas Co., November 10, 1948__._-___-_-----__---- 
Colorado Interstate Gas Co., docket No. G—1004____--------_- 
Colorado-Wyoming Gas Co., November 28, 1948__--_---_- models 
Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Co., January 27, 1948__---------_ 
Modifying Prior Order. 


(d) Order Extending Time. 


Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Co., January 27, 1948_-------_--- 
Michigan Gas & Electric Co., April 6, 1948.__-_.--_______----_- 


ACTUAL LEGITIMATE ORIGINAL COST. 
1. DETERMINATION OF. 


Bellows Falls Hydro-Electric Corp., Connecticut River Power 
Co., and New England Power Co., projects Nos. 1855 and 1892, 
A re a a ait ia cis dte sipiecte hi endesciasnepcapdaiiietaa ian 

PS PE Ct, BN SUR. Mia sei kc ices tiatcenin 

Michigan Gas & Electric Co., project No. 401_-----_______----- 

Montana Power Co., The, project No. §...-.................. 

Pacific Gas & Electric Co., project No. 233.-----_...__--___-_ 

South Carolina Electric & Gas Co., projects Nos. 1894 and 1895_- 


Utah Power & Light Co., projects Nos. 20, 472, 486, 597, 665, 
ee eg re ceca cniccesinig asses tenitnnkeitecetacbineannedeiinceals 


2. DETERMINATION OF Net CHANGEs IN. 


Pee TOE TGs, IINCE TRG) Gi iiiiciiecniceespcciicmenmniccen 
Niagara Falls Power Co., project No. 16.-.-------____-----__- 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., project No. 96..--_...--_------.___ 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., project No. 178_-._----__.___------ 
Pacific Power & Light Co., project No. 308__.._-.-__----__--__ 


Utah Power & Light Co., projects Nos. 20, 472, 486, 597, 665, 671, 
Ss iG i cccenantamguainesiapainupnicianeinaninciaiadiabiiails 


ALLOCATION OF GAS. 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., docket No. G-880_...--_.____ 


Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., docket No. G-880 


ANNUAL CHARGES—Section 10 (e) (F. P.A.). 
1, ADJUSTMENT 


2. APPLICATION FOR EXEMPTION F'ROM. 


ee ee a | 
Philipsburg, Mont., City of, project No. 1269__......._-________ 
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INDEX TO ORDERS 


ANNUAL CHARGES—Section 10 (e) (F. P. A.) —Continued Page 

3. DETERMINATION. : 
Arkansas Valley Hlectric Cooperative Corp., project No. 1636_._._.. 308 
Arkansas Valley Electric Cooperative Corp., project No. 1636... 969 
Black River Electric Cooperative, project No. 1720_....______- 969 

4. PARTIAL ExeMPpTION FROM. 
City of Ketchikan, Alaska, project No. 420_.-_.___--._----____ 435 
City ol GOMEEin, preiiet WA CNRS... oii et etihnenee 665 
City: of Tntesiel)- project’ ey 200 en nnn cok coche 762 
Hyrum City, Utah, project No. 066... i... 885 
. Parowan City, Utah, project No. 1273____..___..___-___-_-____ 549 
Pasadena, Calif., City of, project No. 1250____.--_-__-_______- 588 
Red Bluff Water Power Control District, project No. 1280____-- 362 


5. WAIVER OF PENALTIES. 
Ford, Henry, & Son, Inc. and Ford Motor Co., project Nos. 13, 


SD tas cicatricial aes chal ci aceite est ahi aE Rs asitiickad 566 
Pasadena, Calif., City of, project No. 1250_..._..__-_______--__ 588 
CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Section 
7 (N.G.A.) 


1, APPLICATION AND PROCEEDINGS. 
(a) Dismissed. 


El Paso Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-989___-__---_____-___ 478 

Godfrey L. Cabot, Inc., docket No. G-530__..--..-.___.._--__- 945 

Kentucky Natural Gas Corp., docket No. G-967___...-___--__ 7 

Louisiana Power & Light Co., docket No. G-299______________ 915 

Michigan Gas Storage Co., docket No. G-895__._-.____-_--____ 832 

Mid-East Tennessee Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-954________ 616 

New Orleans Public Service, Inc., docket No. G-256_.....__---- 7 

Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-867___.--___-__---_- 670 

Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-1017__-_--__-_-_-_-- 735 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—556__.-__.-_----_-_. 646 
(b) Dismissing in Part. 

Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co., docket No. G—1024____-__-______ 766 
(ce) Denied In Part. 

Southern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-796___.-._-..__--_-__ 894 
(d) Application to Reopen Denied. 

Southern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—796___.--.-.-------- 394 
(e) Reopened, 

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket Nos. G-620 and 

I seis tcc nicest cinstaait eeiteaaacages Mitac ceca 577 

(f) Terminated. . 

Home Gas Co., docket No. G—448__--..----_-----___----- 899 

New York State Natural Gas Corp., docket No. G-441____-___ 897 

Penn-York Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-447__--________-_-__ 898 

2. CERTIFICATE AMENDED. 

Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G-701______--_-_- 805 

Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G-808_.__._.._-_- 396 

Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G-808___...._--- 807 


8. CeRTIFICATE GRANTED. 
(a) Grandfather. 
El Paso Gas Transportation Corp., docket No. G-287____---- 886 


Interstate Natural Gas Co., Inc., docket No. G-310______-_---_ 588 
844061—50——80 





FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 


CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Section 
7 (N. G. A.) —Continued 
3. CERTIFICATE GRANTED—Continued 
(b) Non-grandfather. 


Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co., docket No. G—1024____--________ 
Arkansas Louisiana Gas Co., docket No. G—1182________---___ 


Atlantic Seaboard Corp. and Virginia Gas Transmission Corp. ; 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket Nos. G-854 and 
CII svrcecininisin cincinnati sta cn lb Sn tg aceon ihectininti 

Canadian River Gas Co., docket No. G-1094___-__-_--__-____- 

Central Kentucky Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-961_________ 

Central Kentucky Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-1119_______- 

Chicago District Pipeline Co., docket No. G-1007____-_- wat 

Chicago District Pipeline Co., docket No. G-1087________--__-- 

Cities Service Gas Co., docket No. G-966___- eae comae 

Cities Service Gas Co., docket No, G-1000________--_-_- 

Cities Service Gas Co., docket No. G-1088____--..------------- 

Colorado Interstate Gas Co., docket No. G—1059____ 

Colorado Interstate Gas Co., docket No. G—-1060__________-__- 

Colorado Interstate Gas Co., docket No. G-1091____-- amet 

Colorado-Wyoming Gas Co., docket No. G-1102_____- Geeta 

Consolidated Gas Utilities Corp., docket No. G-429_______- sticalas 

Consumers Gas Co., docket No. G—1095_____..--_---- tbc 

Delaware Power & Light Co., docket No. G—1082__--________- 

Eastern Indiana Gas Co., Summit Gas and Water Co., Inc., and 
Knightstown Natural Gas Co., Inc., docket Nos. G-776, G-810, 


El Paso Gas Transportation Corp., docket No. G—287—-A___-_____ 
El Paso Natural Gas Co. and Southern California Gas Co., and 
Southern Counties Gas Co. of California, docket Nos. G—1051 
NE icici iiieiittietinnnil naibihdelniegiaiiaeib eae 
Gas Transport, Inc., docket No, G-995_....-.-..-----_---_-_- 
Home Gas Co., the Manufacturers Light & Heat Co. and Cumber- 
land & Allegheny Gas Co., docket No. G-969_________---_-_- 
Hope Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-977___------ seadianes oe 
Interstate Natural Gas Co., Inc., docket No. G-1146_____- 
Iroquois Gas Corp., docket No. G-1081_..-_-----.--------...- 
Kansas-Colorado Utilities, Inc., docket No, G-1018 ___-__------ 
Kentucky-West Virginia Gas Co., docket No. G—1121 ~_____--_- 
Lone Star Gas Co., docket No. G—1043___._-__-._---------- — 
Lone Star Gas Co., docket No. G—1093____-_- a ai 
Lone Star Gas Co., docket No. G-1099____...-------------- é 
Lone Star Gas Co., docket No. G-1134 ____-_----_------------- 
Manufacturers Light & Heat Co., Home Gas Co., and Natural 
Gas Co. of W. Virginia, docket No. G-1117 --_--__----------_- 
Michigan Gas Storage Co., docket No. G-990 ____.-.-.-_-_------ 
Mississippi River Fuel Corp., docket No. G-999 ___.___-_-_---_-- 
Mountain Fuel Supply Co., docket No. G—957 --__.------------ 
Mountain Fuel Supply Co., docket No. G—980 -...-----.---.--. 
New York Staté Natural Gas Corp., docket No, G-817_---__-- 
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Section 
7 (N. G. A.)—Continued 
3. CERTIFICATE GRANTED—Continued 
(b) Non-grandfather—Continued 


New York State Natural Gas Corp., docket No. G-970 _____---_-- 
New York State Natural Gas Corp., docket No. G—997 _____-_-- 
New York State Natural Gas Corp., docket No. G—1008 ________ 
Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-765 _-__-._.---.------ 
Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-981 _____----_-------- 
Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-998 _--__-----------_-- 
Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—1034 __--_.---------- 
Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—1064_____-_____-_____ 
Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-1128_____-_.--_-_-__- 
Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-1129________--_____-_ 
Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—-1131____-.----------- 
Ohio Fuel Gas Co., docket No. G-1016__--_._____________-_ 
Ohio Fuel Gas Co., docket No. G—1055___..___..----.------- 
Ohio Fuel Gas Co., docket No. G—1063___.___-__~- 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket No. G-876__________-- 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—959____________ 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—1058 
Pennsylvania Gas Co., docket No. G-1026_____._._---_________ 
Penn-York Natural Gas Corp., docket No. G—993 
Philadelphia Electric Co., docket No. G-1030 
Potomac Gas Co., docket No. G—~1062_................_..___ 
Southern California Gas Co., docket No. G—1040___...___-____ 
Southern California Gas Co., and Southern Counties Gas Co. of 
ee ee eee 
Southern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—-796____ 
Southern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—968___-_ 
Southern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—1009____ 
Southern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—1014________________ 
Southern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—1028____._______-____ 
Southern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—1113________-________ 
Southern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—1114____________ eed 
Sonthern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—1139_________________ 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G-975 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G-978 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G—982____________ 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G-989____..______ 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G-1073___________ 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., docket Nos. G-988 and 
I sisi cal ahi ad cecal tlbentecciaalaatec ac  E h  t 
Texas Gas Transmission Corp., docket No. G—1033 
Texas Gas Transmission Corp., docket No. G—1104_____________ 
Texas Gas Transmission Corp., docket No. G—1123 
Union Gas System, Inc., docket No. G-979 
United Fuel Gas Co., docket No. G—-960___....________________ 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G-681__________________ 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G-915 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G-921 
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY—Section Page 
7 (N. G. A.) —Continued 
8. CERTIFICATE GRANTED—Continued 
(b) Non-grandfather—Continued 


United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G-950_-..---.------_--_ 412 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—983_._.--.---------_- 432 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G-991_.-..--_--------__ 604 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—-1068_______-----.--_- 887 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—1088_.__--_-----_---_ 916 
United Gas Pipe Line Co. and Southern Natural Gas Co., docket 

Been. -<G-O6T, a ns daisies La ceciincddncsne 562 
United Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-994___....--.----.-_-_. 474 
United Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—1047___.__--_---_--_- 799 
West Texas Gas Co., docket No. G—1005_.....--...-.......-. 601 
West Texas Gas Co., docket No. G-1025__...--------.----.-.. 707 
West Texas Gas Co., docket No. G-1066___._._--------__---_- 950 

4, OrDER MopIFYING. 

Central Kentucky Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-961_._____-__ 802 
Hope Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-466___.-.---.-------_---. 621 
New York State Natural Gas Corp., docket No. G-817____-.--_- 876 
Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-533_-..-...--..-.---- 296 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G-808__........_- 635 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., docket No. G—1008____._-- 1031 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., docket No. G—1008___._-__ 1100 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G-—622__._.-..--------__ 743 


CONSOLIDATION, MERGER AND SALE—Section 203 (F. P. A.). 
1, APPLICATION. 
(a) Dismissed. 
Sho-Me Power Corp., docket No. E-6172_.........__._______ 1099 
2. SECURITIES. 
(a) Merger and Acquisition of. 
South Carolina Electric & Gas Co., docket No. E-6104________ 606 
8. TRANSFER, MERGER OR SALE AUTHORIZED. 
Attleboro Steam & Electric Co. and Norton Power Co., docket No. 
GOED  csceditd shat cbnleese ile Mei Iams 721 
Bellows Falls Hydro-Hlectrie Corp., Connecticut River Power Co., 
and New England Power Co., projects Nos. 1855 and 1892, and 


Gocinet Sie: ape ee ei nse Gennes 777 
California Electric Power Co., docket No. IT-6096__.....________ 461 
Eastern Massachusetts Electric Co. and New England Power Co., 

Gocinet TGs “ee se cece Scceideenen 1105 
Interstate Utilities Co., docket No. E-6154_......__.________ 847 
Northern States Power Co. and Wisconsin Public Service Corp., 

Goc&ket: NG Deere a es elit as lc decdccedincnne 366 
Union Electric Power Co., docket No. IT-6001__........._______ 351 

4, AUTHORIZATION AMENDED. 
Pennsylvania Power & Light Co., docket No. IT-6098___________ 1126 
DIRECTORS. See OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS. 
EMERGENCY. 


1. ALLOCATION oF Gas. 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., docket’'No. G-880__._.______ 460 





— 
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BMERGENCY—Continued 
2. DELIVERIES OF NATURAL GAS. 


(a) 


Application Denied. 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp. and The Philadelphia Gas 
Works Oni, Goeet: Rie: CORR isi we ttiriensiblincsdtnnn 


3. INTERCONNECTION OF FACILITIES. 


(a) 


(b) 


Determination and Order for—Section 202 (d) (F. P.A.). 

Kansas Power & Light Co. and Kansas Gas & Electric Co., 
Gocinet: Wom: TE-GEIG, TB-Gi1@ innit tc iinsen 

Maine Public Service Co. and Fraser Paper, Limited, docket 


Southern Alkali Corp. and Cities Service Refining Corp., docket 
Whom. T-GRBR, TE si iscsi eeecdnigisih a eatncbinteidiel 

Dreams Coo, OR BI Ties shcsichedic leashes 

Texas Electric Service Co., Texas Power & Light Co., Dallas 
Power & Light Co., Community Public Service Co., South- 
western Electric Service Co., docket No. IT-6077__--------- 

Order Modified. 

Arizona Edison Co, Inc., docket No. E-6107_.-.-.---------.. 


4. INTERIM ORDER. 


Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co, et al.; City of Grand Rapids, 
City of Muskegon, City of Muskegon Heights, City of North 
Muskegon, City of Roosevelt Park v. Michigan Consolidated 
Gas Co. and Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co.; Michigan 
Public Service Commission, docket Nos. G—1023, G—1013, 
CN I sacs siccii nina ceacncinnniiiitnninnl atl ag eiai cialia 


5. Ornper DIsMIssING APPLICATION. 


Kansas Power & Light Co. and Kansas Gas & Electric Co., 
meek Bina Ta isis his een itiidntiedasns 


6. OrpER EXTENDING. 


Arizona Edison Co., Inc., docket No. E-6107_____------------ 
Connecticut Light & Power Co., docket No. E-6171___.._-_---- 
Homestake Mining Co., docket No. IT-6093__.._._._____--_----- 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., et al., docket No. G—1141___ 
United Illuminating Co., docket No. E-6170__-__--__---------- 


EXPORTATION. 
1. ELEcrric. 


(a) 


(b) 





Authorization Granted. 
B & P Bridge Co. of Weslaco, Inc., and Central Power & Light 
as GROG UG. ah he a ct inaecen 
Central New York Power Corp., docket No. IT-6078_____---- 
Compania Electrica Matamoros, 8S. A., and Central Power & 
SARE OR, GGT NOU Be Oc sbidaedcnlusieenanin 
Maine Public Service Co., docket No. IT-6028__....._______- 
Marias River Electric Cooperative, Inc., and Montana Power 
ek, Genet TR. | Tn ht ek i 
Servicios Electricos de Piedras Negras, S. A. and Central Power 
& Light Ox, Goceet: Ne. FE-GGRR. wns kL... 
West Texas Utilities Co. and Compania Electrica Ojinaga, 
oe as GR ee a ee ae 
Authorization Extended. 
Maine Public Service Co., docket No. IT-6028__......________ 
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Phillips Petroleum Co., docket No, G—1148 


FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 


EXPORTATION—Continued 
1, Evectrrc—Continued 
(b) Authorization Ertended—Continued 
San Diego Gas & Electric Co., docket Nos. IT-5743 and E-6158_ 
San Diego Gas & Electric Co., docket No. E-5550_.-..------- 
(c) Authorization Terminated. 
Biair Veneer Co., Goeet TH-G516. 22251 cuneate a 
2. NATURAL GAs—Section 3 (N. G. A.). 
(a) Application Dismissed. 
Biller, Gams Ti; Goeket Ne, GO0Ri nc. 2225 5k ss -.- 
INTERCONNECTION 
1. Factrirties. 
(a) Application Dismissed. 
East Tennessee Natural Gas Co., docket No. G—935___~---- sie 
(b) Complaint Dismissed. 
Corporation Service Co., Rufus C. Coulter and George Watts, 





Section 7 (a) (N. G. A.). 


as Trustee v. Mississippi River Fuel Corp., docket No. G—140_- 


(c) Order Requiring. 
Eastern Indiana Gas Co., Summit Gas and Water Co., Inc., 


and Knightstown Natural Gas Co., Inc., docket Nos. G—T776, 
Gee ae Wn ds eh el piveth 


York County Gas Co., docket No. G—958__- lee, 
INTERCONNECTIONS. See EMERGENCY. 
INTERLOCKING DIRECTORATES. Sce Orricers AND DIRECTORS. 
INVESTIGATION. 
1; Order INSTITUTING. 
Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-1021__-_-_-___------ 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., The Albion Gas Light -Co., 


The American Gas Co., Battle Creek Gas Co., Bowling Green 
Gas Co., Central Illinois Electric & Gas Co., Central Illinois 
Light Co., Central Illinois Public Service Co., Central In- 
diana Gas Co., Central States Natural Gas Co., Inc., The 
Central West Utility Co., Citizens Gas Co., Citizens Gas Co. of 
Hannibal, Citizens Gas Fuel Co., The East Ohio Gas Co., 
Eastern Indiana Gas Co., City of Fulton, Mo., The Gas Serv- 
ice Co., Greenfield Gas Co., Inc., Illinois Power Co., Indiana 
Gas Distribution Corp., Indiana Gas & Water Co., Inc., In- 
diana-Ohio Public Service Co., Interstate Gas Co., Kentucky 
Natural Gas Corp., Kokomo Gas and Fuel Co., Town of Lapel, 
Ind., Louisburg Gas Co., Lynn Natural Gas Co., The Miami 
Pipe Line Co., Michigan Consolidated Gas Co., Michigan Gas 
Storage Co., Missouri Edison Co., Missouri Power & Light 
Co., Missouri Utilities Co., Missouri Western Gas Co., Town 
of Montezuma, Ind., Morton Municipal Gas Co., National Utili- 
ties Company of Mich., Northern Indiana Public Service Co., 
The Ohio Fuel Gas Co., Ohio Gas Co., Pendleton Natural Gas 
Co., Town of Pittsboro, Ind., City of Pittsfield, Ill., Prairie 
Pipe Line Co., Town of Roachdale, Ind., City of Roodhouse, 
Ill., Richmond Gas Corp., Toledo Edison Co., The Western Ohio 
Public Service Co., City of White Hall, Il]., and Union Gas Co. 
of Canada, Ltd., docket No. G—1023 
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1039 


961 
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819 


732 


58 


481 
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INVESTIGATION—Continued - Page 
2. SUPPLEMENTARY ORDER. 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket No. G-1147___------- 1033 
JURISDICTION. 
1. Gas. 
American Republics Corp., docket No. G—1084___..-_---~------ 952 
Delhi Oil Corp., docket No. G—1090____-..-.-------- ioe Sa 
Delhi Oil Corp., docket No. G—-1090_.____---- aE 2a 1025 
General Crude Oil Co., docket No. G-1140____--~- “ui ky See 
Houston Oil Co. of Texas, docket No. G—1087____---- Léon. “San 
Humble Oil & Refining Co., docket No. G-971___.------------ 297 
Humble Oil & Refining Co., docket No. G-972______-._-------. 298 
Humble Oil & Refining Co., docket No. G-973____..---------. 299 
Humble Oil & Refining Co., docket No. G-974___._.___._-.-----. 300 
Humble Oil & Refining Co., docket No. G—-1103_____- TT oa 954 
Lae Giosia: Comm, Geceet he. GBs ccicctnccicccccnctitiincaae 349 
Superior Oil Co., docket No. G-1044_______- eb aA cates 627 
LICENSE. 
1. AMENDMENTS, 
Alabama Power ©o., project No. 82_......................... 290 
California Electric Power Co. and San Diego Gas & Electric Co., 
UE aU | Went a i iit red tie ictink a ccdaoailadaentann 761 
City of Anchorage, Alaska, project No. 350__.--.---....--... 786 
Hooper, J. L. and M. C., project No. 898_.......-_._-.------- 401 
Maverick County Water Control and Improvement District 
Number One, project No: TUB in1ie sn inca -~ 167 
Montana Power Co., project No. 5...--.---------- nintiaclhbael Time 
Niagara Falls Power Co., project No. 16__~-_- piyeee os 653 
Western Colorado Power Co., project No. 734-.________------- 1019 
Wisconsin Michigan Power Co., project No. 1759____..------ 525 
2. APPLICATION AND PROCEEDINGS. 
(a) Dismissed. 
Wisconsin River Power Co. and Consolidated Water Power & 
Paper Co., projects Nos. 1984 and 1504_...__._____________ 342 
(b) Withdraveal. 
Apex-El Nido Mining Co., project No. 213_____________-_______- 336 
Holyoke Water Power Co., project No. 1917_...._.___________ 880 
Rechsteiner Milling Co., project No. 1087__._.____._______ -—. 0 
3. EXTENDING TIME FoR CONSTRUCTION. 
City of Ketchikan, Alaska, project No. 1922__.._______________ 449 
Montana Power Co., project No. §........2. <i... __ 1060 
South Carolina Public Service Authority, project No. 199_...__. 503 
4. ExTeNpING TIME For REPAIRS. 
Highland Mary Mines, Inc., project No. 1901_______ . ——— 
fh. Magor PRoJEcts. 
(a) Authorized. 
Idaho Power Co., project No. 1975.........___._______ 6s 435 
Oconto Electric Cooperative, project No. 1981___..___________ 747 
Pend Oreille Mines & Metals Co., project No. 1393____.._.___._. 467 





Wisconsin Michigan Power Co., project No. 1980_________- 
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LICENSE—Continued Page 
5. Masor Proyects—Continued 


(a) Authorized—Continued 


Wisconsin River Power Co. and Consolidated Water Power & 
Paper Co., project Nos. 1984 and 1504_..................... 342 


(b) Additional Capacity. 


Pacific Power & Light Co., project No. 935..-.-----.------~-- 654 


6. Minor PROJECTS. 


(a) Authorized. 


pe re eee ee eS 726 
Curry, Deane Ti, Creheet Ne. WTR nw ccctntnbbcdntciensnninons 522 
Peooman, J. 2; GOSS Tek Gi ccs caincissesctishinnicncseinces 1028 
Grove, Emerson M., and Eva Lee Calhoun, Adm. of the Est. of 

Emerson M. Grove, project No. 1964_-....-----.--..-----.__ 913 
Humphreys, Ira Boyd, and Albert E. Humphreys, project No. 

STO nisin cscs si Seechcbarsla tei nga capac ttna leas Sachets 1119 
Kelsey Creek Improvement Association, project No. 1974-.---- 640 
SOE: Ce Gg BONGIEE FOR. Beka enttitietinntlls 5 
Laughlin, Edward D., project No. 1973..................--.-- 502 
Munson, E. L. and Savilla, project No. 1480_..----__-------_ 692 
Whiting-Plover Paper Co., project No. 1967__.---.-.--------- 695 
Wilking, George H., doing business as The Hook-Aston Milling 

A 5 RE iach ici edn eb aca 614 
Villiger, Margaret E., project No. 1419_______--_--__-_--_---- 871 

(b) Order Rescinding. 

Rechsteiner Milling Co., project No. 1087_..-------_-_------- 309 
7. SURRENDER. 

Imperial Irrigation District, project No. 326._.....------------ 863 

Gontin, Bian: Fi: Ba; SUOSOE NO: BGs cette ccntntlawne 323 

Republic Power Co., project No. 1437..................------ 855 

Wheeler, Rosalie Sturgis, and Guaranty Trust Co., Trustee for 

John J. Miller and A. C. Hough, project No. 487__.---------- 870 

8. TRANSFER. 


(a) Approving. 


Alaskan Allied Industries Inc. and Guy B. Beedle, project No. 


OO G  insteiniiicscccear sean aaah actlagialplad cicada eS ait dai 421 
Armstrong, Thomas R., and Frank S. Fisher and Ruby Lera 
RE GINS TOO; RO kta Oth Rc diteiniddintittlcntimen 1029 


Bellows Falls Hydro-Electric Corp., Connecticut River Power 
Co., and New England Power Co., projects Nos. 1855 and 1892, 


tn GE TNO. id se es Dia tiwicbitcncinkinlicwmmsion T77 
Carvey, L. H. and Charles R. Pollock and L. B. Cooper, project 

RO Rie cide cntinstatambbss bebe oedeass 359 
Champion Sillimanite, Inc., and Murray Dale Weaver and Lona 

BESO AP ONVER; DECOR: ING: BECO lis cricitewtacncnecudce 642 
Liberty Montana Mines Co. and Walter D. Corrigan, Sr., project 

PRO GUO ssitacacetees ect eee eine ice eaaien 421 
Northwestern Herring Co. and Oceanic Fisheries Co., Inc., 

CRUE UCS Feet SRR e chacat ol Pee eweedaeban ante ntiibe 942 


Soboleff, Vincent, Trustee for Hidden Falls Lumber Mills and 
Cliff Richmond Lumber Co., project No. 1502 
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LICENSE—Continued Page 
8. TrRaNsFer—Continued 
(b) Application Dismissed. 
Humphreys, Ira Boyd, and Albert E. Humphreys, project No. 


wr we 


ww 


ww - — Y te i | 


Uw 


—J 


6 


I iiss cick ia cl anata cas lo dcallaciedeaecaddabeaae 1119 
9. OrpeR MopiryIne. 
First Iowa Hydro-Electric Cooperative, project No. 1853___--- 893 
Georgia Power Co., project No. 1961........................ 360 
Pacific Gas and Electric Co., project No. 233_...-...------.--- 643 
Washington Water Power Co., project No. 637__.....--------- 466 
Wisconsin Michigan Power Co., project No. 1759_.---.---.— 402 
Wisconsin Public Service Corp., project No. 1940__......----- 523 
Wisconsin Public Service Corp., project No. 1940__.....------ 746 
OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS. 

pe 8 eee 372 
Amiesaen, TE. Th, Goes Bee Ta eaticicceidtinicinsinmacens 1070 
Armstrong, George R., docket No. ID-1032___..___----------- 1066 
Bell, William R., docket No. ID-967_..............--..-.--.- 645 
Boshell, Edward O., docket No. ID-1107__------------------- 1064 
Busch, Herman A., docket No. ID-289__....._.___-_.----_--. 332 
8 ee Se 1112 
Chambers, Leo F., docket No. ID-1093__.._..---.-.---------- 568 
Chubb, Chester N., docket No. ID-1101___-------_----------- 75 
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Spurr, A. Clinton, docket No. ID-G18__.........-.-_--~.-~-~. 
Tegan, Albert F., docket No. ID-1046_.2.. ~~. ...~-.4--1- ur 
Tenney, Charles H, II, docket No. ID-—1095__-- 
Tenney, Rockwell C., docket No. ID-959____- 
Trower, Ralph E., docket No. ID-789_____- . 
Twohey, Edward G., docket No. ID-1035- —— 


PRACTICE AND PROCEDURD 
1. Barer Amicus Curiae. 
(a) Denial of Leave to File. 


Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., docket No. G—1003_-__- 


2., DECLARATORY ORDER. 
(a) Petition for, Denied. 


GU a CORD, OTR TH Ce tidncicw scesciitiniidnenne 
Delhi Oil Corp., docket No. G—1090___-__-_-----_- Si baakieeaoeiee 


8. ExHIstr. 


Appalachian Electric Power Co., project No. 739_--_--------~-- 
Central Nebraska Public Power and Irrigation District, project 

Di SR csc tc a a ig ae 
Champion Sillimanite, Inc., project No. 1890___-__________-_-- 
City of Anchorage, Alaska, project No. 350__.--__--__----_--- 
City of Ketchikan, Alaska, project No. 1922__...________- ape 
Northern States Power Co., project No. 108__---_----_----_-- 


Pacific Gas & Electric Co., project No. 1962 


Platte Valley Public Power and Irrigation District, project 
Portland General Electric Co. and Crown Zellerbach Corp., 

DRGIU IU Beh itdednntichiddiiseteddasobadiiees 
South Carolina Electric & Gas Co., projects Nos. 1894 and 1895__ 
Utah Power & Light Co., project No. 596 


4. FILING ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE. 


Power Authority of the State of New York, project No. 2000_-_- 


5. FINDINGS. 


Central Hudson Gas & Electric Corp., docket No. DI-181__-_--- 
Public Utility District No. 1 of Clallam County, Wash., docket 
No. E-6166 


6. HEARING. 
(a) Order Fiwving. 


3uffalo Niagara Electric Corp., docket No. B-6169____-_______ 
California Electric Power Co., docket No. IT-6096__-___-_____ 
Central Vermont Public Service Corporation, docket No. 

PT isin icsec ccs sip tanec iene eal tts ae eit capuiceada ta 
Corporation Service Co., Rufus C. Coulter, and George Watts, 
Trustee v. Mississippi River Fuel Corp., docket No. G-140___- 
Interstate Natural Gas Co., Inc., docket No. G-1118_________- aes 

Interstate Natural Gas Co., Inc., docket No. G—-1118__________ 
Kentucky West Virginia Gas Co., docket No. G—1020__._____- 
Minnesota Power & Light Co. and Superior Water, Light & 
Power Co., docket No. E-6149________- Simbad ies 
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PRACTICE AND PROCEDU RE—Continued 
6. Heakinc—Continued ; 
(a) Order Firing—Continued 


Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—-1010___-_----- 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket Nos. G-620, G—1035_-_- 
Panhandle Hastern Pipe Line Co., docket No. G-1147___------ 
Penn York Natural Gas Corp., docket No. G-1057____--_--_------ 
Public Service Company of Indiana, Inc., docket No. E-6151__- 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G-1160_-_--_-_-_- 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G-1161_---_-_- 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., docket No. G-1096____-__-_-_- 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., docket No. G-1150__- 


United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—1078__-____-_--------- 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—1100___________-__-- 
(b) Motion for Continuation Denied. 
Arkansas Power & Light Co., docket No. IT-5829________-_- 
7. Morion To DisMIss. 
(a) Granted. 
Minnesota Natural Gas Co. v. Northern Natural Gas Co., docket 
Dh, ications aati tin dnithit dene aaeiiescnne 
(b) Decision Reserved. 
Brazos River Conservation and Reclamation District and 
Brazos River Transmission Electric Cooperative, Ine. v. 
Brazos River Conservation and Reclamation District, project 
No. 1490 and docket No. E-6118______--_-___-- bi Sect aiceians 
8. OrpDER TO SHow CAUSE. 
(a) Dismissed. 
Mine Public Service Co., docket No. IT-6020___..._.._________ 
; (b) Issued. 
California Electric Power Co., docket No. IT-6096____- = 
Niagara Falls Power Co., project No. 16_......-._._--_-_- 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket No. G-1147______-__ 
(c) Terminated. 
Northern Power Co., docket No. IT-5766 
(d) Vacated. 
California Electric Power Co., docket No. IT-6096____--- Palen 
9. PROCEEDINGS. 
(a) Order Reopening. 
Aluminum Co. of America, Knoxville Power Co., and Carolina 
Aluminum Co., docket Nos. IT-—5696, 5697, 5698_......______ 
Atlantic Seaboard Corp. and Virginia Gas Transmission Corp. 
and Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket Nos. G—S854, 
GORE sien dt A aes ee aenens 
Corporation Service Co., Rufus C. Coulter, and George Watts, 
Trustee v. Mississippi River Fuel Corp., docket No. G—140___ 
Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Co., Inc., docket No. G—704__ 
(b) Denying Motion for Severance. 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line 
Co., et al., docket Nos. G-1010, G—1023___....._-...-..---.. 
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PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE—Continued 


Page 
9. PRocEepINGcs—Continued 
(c) Order Terminating. 
Deepwater Light & Power Co. and Deepwater Operating Co. 
and Philadelphia Electric Co., docket No. IT-6057___.------ 999 
Interstate Natural Gas Co., Inc., docket No. G-129_____---__ 1001 
Iroquois Gas Corp. and Republic Light, Heat & Power Co., 
SOIR TW) Pett ea el i aenain 945 
Kentucky-West Virginia Gas Co., docket No, G-1020__________- 724 
Minnesota Natural Gas Co. v. Northern Natural Gas Co., docket 
PO: PR acl Stinelh catasectbbdac Ra dia asi aaa aces a cic 384 
Minnesota Power & Light Co. and Superior Water, Light & 
Or Gb, Gate The, i sccttbnicctinnticdndeioksckcminn 793 
Mississippi River Fuel Corp., et al., docket No. G-462__--_---- 802 
Penn-York Natural Gas Corp., docket No, G—1057___.-------- 792 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—1022__...______------ 798 
Zemneg, Trek J., Goeest No. TBO sc cet ctstcseaisdesicna 912 
10. Recorp REopeNnep. 
Power Authority of the State of New York, project No. 2000____ 1020 


Fresno Irrigation District, Pacific Gas and Electric Co., and 


Francis N. Dloughy, projects Nos. 1925, 175, 1988, and 1990__ 955 
11, REHEARING, RECONSIDERATION AND REARGUMENT. 


(a) Denied. 
Brazos River Conservation and Reclamation District, project 
i iia ita tcl Nags aba aati aihtni 363 
First Iowa Hydro-Electric Cooperative, project No. 1853_-__-- 955 
Lyles Ford Tri-County Power Authority and South Carolina 
Electric & Gas Co., project Nos. 1956, 1965_.._..._._.-_._----. 523 
New York State Natural Gas Corp., docket No. G-976_____---- 1124 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket No. G-1141______---- 1071 


Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., et al., Michigan Public Serv- 
ice Commission, New York Public Service Commission; City 
of Grand Rapids, et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas Co., 


OR ish cise Sree Sch cctsi AGT, atelialedaRacks tl peices 946 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G-1073___.-_---- 1126 
Trans-Continental Gas Pipe Line Co., Inc., docket No. G-704__. 823 
Wisconsin Southern Gas Co., docket No. G-917___------------ 862 
(b) Denied in Part. 

Minnesota Power & Light Co., project No. 346__-------------- 993 
(c) Dismissed. 

First Iowa Hydro-Electric Cooperative, project No, 1853___--- 348 
(d) Eatension of Time. 

Northern Natural Gas Co., docket No. G-1021______---------- 638 


(e) Granted in Full. 

Brazos River Conservation and Reclamation District and 
Brazos River Transmission Electric Cooperative, Inc. v. 
Brazos River Conservation and Reclamation District, pro- 
ject No. 1490 and docket No. B-6118___-_----------_------- 815 

Florida Public Utilities Co., docket No. E-6136____------------ 723 

Pennsylvania Water & Power Co., project No. 1881 

(f) Granted in Part. 
Minnesota Power & Light Co., project No. 346__--_----------- 993 
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PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE—Continued 

12. SERVICE OF PRESIDING EXAMINER’S REPORT. 

Arkansas Power & Light Co., docket No. IT-5829_______-_---__ 
13. Status Quo, REQUIRING MAINTENANCE OF. 

Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—1147 
14. STAY or ORDER. 

(a) Denied. 

First lowa Hydro-Electric Cooperative, project No. 1853 
15. SUBPOENAS. 

Arkansas Power & Light Co., docket No. IT-5829___________-__ 
16. VACATION OF ORDER DENIED. 

Detroit, Michigan, City and County of Wayne, Michigan v. 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co. and Michigan Gas Trans- 
mission Corp; Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., Michigan 
Gas Transmission Corp., and Illinois Natural Gas Co., docket 
a Ga enka ae eeee eetend 

17. WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION. 

South Carolina Electric & Gas Co., project No. 516 
18. WITHDRAWAL OF COMPLAINT. 

Minneapolis Gas Light Co. v. Northern Natural Gas Co., docket 


Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. Pittsburgh & West 
wereee: Gas Come, Gee WOO Gs okt eens 

19. WITHDRAWAL OF PETITION. 

Dairyland Power Cooperative, project No. 1960 

Nebraska Power Co., March 24, 1948 

PRELIMINARY PERMIT 

1. WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION. 

Cooperative Service Assn., project No. 1887 
2. DENIED. 

Lyles Ford Tri-County Power Authority and South Carolina 
Electric & Gas Co., project Nos. 1956 and 1965 

3. ISSUED. 
Lyles Ford Tri-County Power Authority and South Carolina 
Electric & Gas Co., project Nos. 1956 and 1965 
PRESIDENTIAL PERMIT 
1. APPLICATION DISMISSED. 
San Diego Gas & Electric Co., docket Nos. IT-5743 and E-6158__ 
West Texas Utilities Co. and Compania Electric Ojinaga, S. A__ 
PUBLIC LANDS. 
1, APPLICATION WITHDRAWN. 

Land Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 710, Power Site 
Classification No. 266, and Reservoir Site Reserve No. 17, 
docket No. DA-673—-California—James M. Little 

2. WITHDRAWAL. 

Land Withdrawn in Water Power Designation No. 5, docket 
No. DA-87—Arizona—Forest Service_______---__-__-_____. 

Lands Withdrawn in Water Power Designation No. 5, docket 
No. DA-89—Arizona—Forest Service, U. S. Department of 

Mises natant cn Eales aid sain 
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PUBLIC LANDS—Continued 
2. WITHDRAWAL—Continued 


Land Withdrawn in One or More of: Water Power Designation 
No. 14, Power Site Reserve No. 659, Power Site Reserve No. 
662, and Power Site Classification No. 382, docket No. DA- 
360—Oregon Geological Survey—Department of the Interior_ 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Classification No. 33 and Pro- 
posed Project No. 654, docket No. DA-449—Arkansas—Louis M. 
a sain cin tasigsinceaciisraacsiiahe paint igs nc sigan cane 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Classifications Nos. 54 and 261 
and Proposed Project No. 130, docket No. DA-275—Colorado— 
OP I ccc ett Shistntnth hindered biteteh isin 

Land Withdrawn in Water Power Designation No. 55, docket 
No. DA-88—Arizona—Walter Lee Head__--__--_-_-___-____ 

Land Withdrawn in project No. 74, docket No. DA-671—Cali- 
Sormin—-Miemeth DPOGGine Otic ce decsncce 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Classification No. 80 and Pro- 
posed Project No. 64, docket No. DA-667—California—De- 
partment of Public Works, State of California__....__._.____ 

Land Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 81, docket No. DA- 
271—Colorado—Kendall K. Haynes___-___----.__- paiaad 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 81, docket No. 
DA-274—Colorado—Erwin L. Regennitter_.__.____.__--_____- 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 81, docket No. 
DA-276—Colorado—Fred W. McCarthy__.--..._._________ 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserves Nos. 87 and 261 and 
Projects Nos. 284 and 593, docket No. DA-64S—California— 
Bt, U5 PO ii cit ees terns nsiisaiinmeniaitcaataaa aaa Mle a 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Classifications Nos. 92 and 382, 
docket No. DA-273—Colorado—James V. Rose_.___---_----- 

Land Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 105, docket No. 
DA-272—Colorado—Aksel Nielsen _.------------__--------- 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 117, docket No. 
DA-387—Idaho—Edgar W. Moorman-_-----_-----_-----____ 

Lands Withdrawn in Proposed Project No. 119, docket No. 
DA-42—Alaska—A, T. Sundby..w. nc eetes wenn ic 

Lands Withdrawn in Proposed Project No. 119, docket No. 
DA-43—Alaska—Wm. R. Shellhorn, Roland H. Stock, Fred 
bianca int eb dL eileen 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 122, docket No. 
DA-69—Utah—Southwest Indian Mission, Inc_-__----__---- 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Classification No. 123, docket 
No. DA-363—Oregon—John A. Peabody and D. R. Canfield___ 

Lands Withdrawn in Project No. 143, May 11, 1948____-__--__ 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Classification No. 178, docket 
No. DA-683—California—J. P. Donovan, W. V. Neal, Jake 
Hall and Garfield Force and Geo. W. Rust__--------------- 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Classification No. 190, docket 
No. DA-389—Idaho—Herman Winterfield _._...._-----____-- 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 200 and Projects 
Nos. 371, 582, and 1398, docket No. DA-682—California— 

SI. ~~ TO ccna cneesiticinesiic cases ich calacaladap aabadadaleil aca ias 
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PUBLIC LANDS—Continued - 


Page 
2. WiITrHDRAWAL—Continued 
Land Withdrawn in Project No. 247, docket Nos. DA-674 and 
DA-678—California—Gilmore and Gilmore, et al., H. M. 
OU hitch ciel Dincic clinicians cinsaslsilisitta ata elaine 290 
Lands Withdrawn in Project No. 247, docket No. DA-676— 
California—Jack Curtis Guttei..... 2... 624 
Land Withdrawn in Proposed Project No. 249, docket No. 
DA-690—California—J. O. Gaumer, and Cora L. Gaumer__....__ 869 


Land Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 261 and Project 
No. 284, docket No. DA-663—California—Harry E. Briggs, 
SEE Es Vi I cc cece at chit tit cartnline cicada Re asta ini asincics 465 
Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 268 and Proposed 
Project No. 307, docket No. DA-694—California—Hector 


NON ces besccieakidan chinese isaac dec nikccimatipheatlatanesiclhtaiags Selassie 1120 
Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 322, docket No. 
DA-686—California—Jesse R. Day_---_.-------------___ Se 
Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 345, docket No. 
DA-388—Idaho—James E. Todd__--..----..-------___.. - 
Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 364, docket No. 
DA-709—California—Carlton & Shadwell, et al___-__.---__-- 968 
Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 403, docket No. 
DA-102—Washington—Edward J. Lange and J. L. Pope__-_- 725 
Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 471, docket No. 
DA-684—California—Clarence E. Patty_..__-------__---____ 904 
Land Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 472 and Project 
No. 802, docket No. DA-675—California—J. L. LaCroix______ 600 
Land Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 525, docket No. 
DA-101—Washington—Department of Fisheries, State of 
Wrist SR cchnicnaicte ah Bi ectiee hat E ectcnien 358 
Land Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 560, docket No. 
DA-664—California—Arnold H. Robinson______--_____---__ 289 
Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 560, docket No. 
DA-679—California Lands Commission of California_.______ 625 
Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 655, Power Site 
Classification No. 45, and projects Nos. 174, 382, and 564, 
docket No. DA-666—California—Geo. M. Cox, Robt. N. Cox, 
WR Fis GR siraitaccieaccrietitnitncshias cht Dicey thle aici 853 
Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 751, docket No. 
DA-138—Montana—Department of the Interior__.__________ 941 
Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 759, docket No. 
DA-90—Arizona—E. C. Fitzgerald___._-____..________- ae 
3. VACATION DENIED. 
Land Withdrawn in Proposed Project No. 249, docket No. 
DA-690—California—J. O. Gaumer and Cora L. Gaumer____ 869 


RATES. 
1. ScHEDULEs. 
(a) Prescribed. 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., et al., Michigan Public Service 
Commission, New York Public Service Commission; City of 
Grand Rapids, et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas Co., et al., 
docket Nos. G—1023, G—1029, G—1031, and G—1013____ = 846 
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RATES—Continued Page 
1. ScHEDULEs—Continued 





(b) Allowed to Take Effect. 


Arkansas—Oklahoma Gas Co., March 9, 1948_.--.-.._-.----__.. 447 
Bellows Falls Hydro-Electric Corp., July 7, 1948....-------.-- 760 
California Electric Power Co., July 27, 1948_.-.-----_-------- 812 
Canadian River Gas Co., August 24, 1948_.----__----------_-_- 868 
Central New York Power Corp., July 27, 1948_-------------____ 810 
Central Vermont Public Service Corp., March 9, 1948_---_-_--- 448 
Central Vermont Public Service Corp., July 27, 1948__..___-- 811 
Chicago District Pipe Line Co., March 9, 1948__---.._--.---_- 447 
Cities Gervice Gas Oo., Fale 7%, IGWB an nnn cctitcccesennicsnecsnn 768 
Cition Bervice Gas Oo, DUEy BT, 10GB in niciiseiciicntcncscmese 809 
Colorado-Wyoming Gas Co., November 30, 1948_-..--____--__ 1056 
Commonwealth & Southern Corp., August 12, 1948____--______ 852 
Connecticut Power Co. and Hartford Electric Light Co., August 

DR; Re ccticocead bnconaianect tein 831 
Connecticut River Power Co., July 7, 1948_.......--.-...-_-- 759 
Consolidated Gas Utilities Corp., November 23, 1948___________ 1038 
Deepwater Light & Power Co. and Deepwater Operating Co. 

and Philadelphia Electric Co., docket No. IT-6057_________ 999 
Delaware Power & Light Co., June 10, 1948_________--______ 687 
Delaware Power & Light Co., November 30, 1948_._.-..________ 1058 
Delaware Power & Light Co., December 14, 1948__._.__________ 1103 
Daguesmse Tight Co. Agrth BO, BiB cci seis ireticiicicin nnn 585 


Eastern Indiana Gas Co.; Summit Gas & Water Co., Inc.; 
Knightstown Natural Gas Co., Inc., docket Nos. G-776, G-810, 


I actinic ta ssa kt ais ala intel Sat haan 1023 
Wl Paso Natural Gas Oo., duly S71, 19GB. cccciccncccccsnuncas 810 
El Paso Natural Gas Co., October 26, 1948........--.-_-__.. 967 
El Paso Natural Gas Co., November 23, 1948_________--______ 1038 
Empire District Electric Co., January 20, 1948_-_._____________ 318 
Gulf States Utilities Co., August 12, 1948__..-._..____________ 851 
Gulf States Utilities Co., August 12, 1948___--___-___________ 851 
Gulf States Utilities Co., November 30, 1948_..._-____________ 1059 
Eons Dateral Gam Can; Tay TB aan cis ncttnictstcisectiotnencsones 770 
Tope Patural Gee Oo Be Ty TO icnidikiceciccinnidntitccwene 771 
Hope Producing Co., February 17, 1948_._-.___..-_-.--.__.___ 875 
Interstate Natural Gas Co., Inc., February 17, 1948__..______- 376 


Interstate Natural Gas Co., Inc., Louisiana Public Service Com- 
mission v. Interstate Natural Gas Co., Inc.; United Gas Pipe 
Line Co., docket Nos. G-149, G-182__.._.___---____________ 476 
Iowa-Illinois Gas & Electric Co., Iowa Power & Light Co., St. Jo- 
seph Light & Power Co., Kansas City Power & Light Co., and 


Eastern Kansas Utilities, Inc., July 13, 1948__._.___._________ 784 
Kansas Gas & Electric Co., November 2, 1948___.__._.__________ 997 
Kansas-Nebraska Natural Gas Co., July 20, 1948_......_____ 794 
Kentucky-West Virginia Gas Co., docket No. G-1020_-____-___ 724 
Manufacturers Light & Heat Co., June 10, 1948__.___.__________ 685 
Marias River Electric Cooperative, Inc., September 28, 1948... 925 


Mercersburg, Lehmasters & Markes Electric Co., March 24, 
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RATES—Continued 


Page 
1. ScnepuLtes—Continued 
(b) Allowed to Take Effect—Continued 

; Mississippi River Fuel Corp., April 30, 1948__.._.__._________ 614 
) Mississippi River Fuel Corp., et al., docket No. G-462__________ 802 
7 Mississippi Valley Public Service Co., January 20, 1948________ 321 
. Natural Gas Pipeline Co. of America, May 18, 1948____________ 638 
) New England Power Co., June 1, 1948_-....--________________ 664 
8 New England Power Co., July 7, 1948__......---..--__-_---_- 758 
1 New England Power Co., December 14, 1948___.__.___-_________ 1103 
7 New Hampshire Gas & Electric Co., June 10, 1948___..._______ 690 
g Newport Hlectric Corp., July 7, 1948......................... 755 
9 Newport Electric Corp., October 12, 1948__.._...______________ 939 
6 New York State Natural Gas Corp., February 17, 1948_________ 380 
2 New York State Natural Gas Corp., February 17, 1948_________ 381 
New York State Natural Gas Corp., March 24, 1948____________ 496 
1 New York State Natural Gas Corp., May 18, 1948______________ 639 
9 New York State Natural Gas Corp., August 12, 1948___________ 850 
8 New York State Natural Gas Corp., October 5, 1948___________ 935 
New York State Natural Gas Corp., December 20, 1948_________ 1108 

19 New York State Natural Gas Corp., Cities Service Gas Co., Pan- 

37 handle Eastern Pipe Line Co., Kentucky-West Virginia Gas 
58 Chai, MOR BO Saad nek eee ee 520 
3 Northern Natural Gas Co., April 6, 1948__...-.--_____________ 541 
85 Northern Natural Gas Co., April 13, 1948___...._-___-_.._____ 566 
Northern Natural Gas Co., May 11, 1948__..._._..____________ 626 
Co TO Se ay et el ee ns 757 
23 Came Pawar Geu;; BEN Se, Wee a ans nee 649 
10 Ct Dara Ca RF, a ait ia Rite 756 
67 Ohio Power Co. and West Penn. Power Co., November 10,1948. 1018 

38 Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. and Kansas Gas & Electric Co., 
18 SNS Tay i sical pe vn latent 880 
51 Otter Tail Power Co., January 13, 1948_....._.__._..___________ 310 
51 Otter Tail Power Co., January 13, 1948_.........__.__________ 311 
159 Otter Fail Power On, Fame 1, 19 ein eek. 662 
170 Pacific Gas and Electric Co., August 3, 1948___________________ 832 
71 Pacific Power & Light Co., January 13, 1948__________________ 308 
375 Pacific Power & Light Co., April 6, 1948____.___._______________ 542 
376 Pacific Power & Light Co., May 25, 1948_._......_..._..-._....... 650 
Pacific Power & Light Co., May 25, 1948_._......._______ deta? 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., March 9, 1948__.___________ 448 


476 Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., June 10, 1948______-_______ 684 
Panhandle Hastern Pipe Line Co., et al., Michigan Public Service 
Commission, and New York Public Service Commission ; City 


784 of Grand Rapids, et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas Co., et 

997 al., docket Nos. G-1023, G-1029, G—1031, and G-1013________ 805 

794 Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., et al., Michigan Public Service 

724 Commission, New York Public Service Commission; City of 

685 Grand Rapids, et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas Co., et al., 

925 docket Nos. G—1023, G-1029, G-1031, and G—1013__________ 809 
Pennsylvania Power and Light Co., January 20, 1948__________ 321 

494 Penn-York Gas Corp. and Northern Natural Gas Co., March 

934 SN Ie isiieteacaniieanicipie re ee oa eee 494 

844061—50 81 
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RATES—Continued 
1. ScHEDULES—Continued 
(b) Allowed to Take Effect—Continued 
Pittsburgh & West Virginia Gas Co., May 18, 1948 
Potomac Light & Power Co., July 7, 1948 
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma, January 20, 1948 
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma, February 26, 1948 
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma, March 24, 1948 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma, May 25, 1948 
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma, July 13, 1948 
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma, August 12, 1948 
Public Service Co. of Oklahoma, November 30, 1948 
Publie Service Electric & Gas Co., October 5, 1948 
Reynosa Pipe Line Co., docket No. G-595 
San Diego Gas & Electric Co., docket Nos. IT-5550 and IT-5748_ 1059 
Sioux City Gas & Blectric Co., August 24, 1948 
Southern Carbon Co., February 17, 1948 
Southern Natural Gas Co., April 27, 1948 
Southern Natural Gas Co., June 10, 1948 
Southern Natural Gas Co., June 10, 1948 
Southern Natural Gas Co., July 20, 1948 
Southern Natural Gas Co., August 12, 1948 
Southern Natural Gas Co., September 14, 1948 
Southern Natural Gas Co., November 23, 1948 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., April 20, 1948 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., April 20, 1948 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., May 11, 1948 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., May 11, 1948 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., May 18, 1948 
Tennessee Natural Gas Lines, Inc., March 24, 1948 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., March 16, 1948 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., March 24, 1948 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., April 20, 1948 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., June 1, 1948 


Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., June 10, 1948 

Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., November 10, 1948_________ 

Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., November 30, 1948 

Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., December 10, 1948 

Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., December 20, 1948 

Union Blectric Power Co. and Union Electric Co. of Missouri, 
July 7, 1948 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., January 13, 1948 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., February 17, 1948__________________ 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., February 17, 1948____--_-____----___ 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., February 17, 1948________-_________ 382 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., February 24, 1948 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., March 16, 1948 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., March 30, 1948__-______-___________ 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., June 1, 1948 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., June 1, 1948 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., July 7, 1948 





INDEX TO ORDERS 


RATES—Continued 5 
1. ScHEDULES—Continued 
(b) Allowed to Take Effect—Continued 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., August 12, 1948 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., August 12, 1948 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., August 24, 1948 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., November 23, 1948 

Utah Power & Light Co., March 24, 1948 

Utah Power and Light Co., June 1, 1948 

Utah Power & Light Co., June 10, 1948 

Utah Power & Light Co., June 10, 1948 

Utah Power & Light Co., August 12, 1948 

Utah Power & Light Co., November 10, 1948 

Utah Power & Light Co., December 14, 1948 

Utah Power & Light Co., December 14, 1948 

Washington Water Power Co., January 13, 1948 

Washington Water Power Co., January 20, 1948 

Washington Water Power Co., March 24, 1948 

Washington Water Power Co., April 6, 1948 

Washington Water Power Co., April 6, 1948 

Washington Water Power Co., June 1, 1948 

Washington Water Power Co. and Pacific Power & Light Co., 
docket No. IT-6036 

Western Massachusetts Electric Co., February 26, 1948 

West Penn Power Co., April 20, 1948 

West Penn Power Co., April 20, 1948 

Wheeling Electric Co., May 25, 1948 

Wisconsin-Michigan Power Co., January 20, 1948 

Wisconsin-Michigan Power Co., July 27, 1948 

Cancellation. 

Bellows Falls Hydro-Electriec Corp. and Connecticut River 
Power Co., October 12, 1948 

Indiana & Michigan Electric Co., November 30, 1948 

Kansas Gas & Electric Co., July 7, 1948 

Kansas Gas & Electric Co., July 13, 1948 

Pacific Power & Light Co., June 10, 1948_......______________ 

Pennsylvania Power & Light Co., February 26, 1948 

Public Service Co. of Indiana, Inc., January 20, 1948 

United Gas Pipe Line Co., July 7, 1948 

Washington Water Power Co., The, April 6, 1948 

Washington Water Power Co., December 14, 1948 

(ad) Confirming and Approving. 

Bonneville Project, Columbia River, Oregon-Washington, docket 
Nos. IT-5519, IT-5969 

Southwestern Power Administration, docket No. E-6125 

Southwestern Power Administration, docket No. E-6125 

Disapproved. 

Bonneville Project, Columbia River, Oregon-Washington, docket 
Di Fassel ite cittninticaiepin iadaenigpiniaib teat ljincaliataliis —a 2 

Order Amending. 

Southern Natural Gas Co., July 7, 1948_____- _ a 769 

Southern Natural Gas Co., July 7, 1948 
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RATES—Continued 
1. ScHEDULES—Continued 
(g) Rejected. 


Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., et al., Michigan Public Serv- 
ice Commission, New York Public Service Commission; City 
of Grand Rapids, et al. v. Michigan Consolidated Gas Co., et 
al., docket Nos. G—1023, G-1029, G-1031, and G—1013 


(h) Suspending. 


(i) 


(3) 


Buffalo-Niagara Electric Corp., docket No. E-6169__._________- 
Central Vermont Public Service Corporation, docket No. E-6160_ 
Interstate Natural Gas Co., Inc., docket No. G—1118__--_------- 
Interstate Natural Gas Co., Inc., docket No. G—1118____-------_- 
Kentucky-West Virginia Gas Co., docket No. G—1020_______-_ 
Minnesota Power & Light Co. and Superior Water, Light & 
Power Co:, Gomes NS: Tih skits bitcbsecsndunn 
New York State Electric & Gas Corp., docket No. E-6162___- 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket Nos. G-620, G-1035_--_ 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—1010 
Penn-York Natural Gas Corp., docket No, G—-1057_-__-------- 
Public Service Company of Indiana, Inc., docket No. E-6151____ 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G-1160_____----_~- 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Co., docket No. G—1161 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., docket No. G—1096 
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp., docket No. G—1150 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—1022 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—1078__-____-_---_----- 
United Gas Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—1100 
Termination of Service. 
Connecticut River Power Co., February 26, 1948___.-__-----_-- 
New England Power Co., February 26, 1948___--------.-__---- 
Vacating Suspension. 
Buffalo Niagara Electric Corp., docket No. E-6169 


(k) Withdrawn. 


Buffalo Niagara Electric Corp., docket No. E-6169_____---__--- 
Central Vermont Public Service Corp., docket No. E-6160 
Interstate Natural Gas Co., Inc., docket No. G-1118___--__---- 
Minnesota Power & Light Co. and Superior Water, Light & 

PO aa, a FG tnt ntti ch wbaetekeenc 
New York State Gas & Electric Corp., docket No. E-6162 
Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line Co., docket No. G—1010______---~- 
Penn-York Natural Gas Corp., docket No. G—1057_.._.._--- 
Public Service Gas Co. of Indiana, Inc., docket No. E-6151 


2. ORDER REDUCING RATES MODIFIED. 


Mississippi River Fuel Corp., et al., docket No, G—-462 


REHEARING. 
Sce PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE, 11. REHEARING, RECONSIDERATION AND RE- 
ARGUMENT, 


RIGHT OF WAY. 


Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Classification No. 23, docket 
No. DA-71i—Utah and DA-73—Utah—Utah State Road Com- 
mission 


Page 


846 


943 
890 
892 
907 


683 
901 
577 


681 
738 
1132 
1133 
844 
1016 
482 
791 
861 


417 
417 


1054 


1054 
992 
1016 


793 
1021 


- 


‘ 
792 
§31 


1124 
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RIGHT OF WAY—Continued Page 
Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 58, docket No. 
DA-14—Nevada—Nevada State Highway Department__.-___ 1026 


Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 223 and Power Site 
Classification No. 17, docket No. DA-392—Idaho and DA- 
393—Idaho—State of Idaho, Dept. of Public Works, Bureau 
Of TERING bac eatin ni nk cet cai 882 

Land Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 239 and Power Site 
Classification No. 179, dockets Nos. DA-691 and DA-278— 
CORO ia ick itch i shin Siena tn ig catnip ee elec aehcelna tachi 450 

Land Withdrawn in Power Site Classifications Nos. 375 and 388, 
docket No. DA-114—Wyoming—Wyoming State Highway 
OC Sa ccc ssh tn ttle scvnin tbahiapislelaigs tg eaten tatiicatanialtiiconaltiat 340 

Lands Withdrawn in Power Site Reserve No. 696 and Proposed 
Project No. 328, docket No. DA-687—California—California 
Dept. of Public Works, Div. of Highways___..-__--__--_-_-_- 1026 

SALE. 
See CONSOLIDATION, MERGER AND SateE—Section 203 (F. P. A.). 
SECURITIES. 
1. ACQUISITION OF. 
Philadelphia Electric Co., docket No. E-6105_-_--._-___-_--___ 327 
South Carolina Electric & Gas Co., docket No. B-6104____----__ 606 
2. AMORTIZATION AND REFINANCING. 
(a) Granting Permission under Balance Sheet Accounts. 
California-Oregon Power Co., docket No. IT-6094____._.______-- 369 
3. IssUANCE AUTHORIZED. 
(a) Under Section 19 (F. P. A.). 


Telluride Power Co., docket No. E-6153__...._.------------_- 873 
Wisconsin River Power Co., docket No. E-6117_-_-__----_----- 346 
(b) Under Section 204 (FP. P. A.). 

Black Hills Power & Light Co., docket No. E-6121_-___.--___--- 458 
Black Hills Power & Light Co., docket No. B-6165_________----- 97 

California Electric Power Co., docket No. E-6132___._-_---_-_- 621 
California Electric Power Co., docket No. E-6140_______-__--_- 656 
California Electric Power Co., docket No. E-6147_______-_----- 745 
Community Public Service Co., docket No. B-6111_____-_-__--__ 424 
Community Public Service Co., docket No. E-6176_____._------- 1062 
‘1 Paso Electric Co., docket No. E-6122_.......____--.__-.... 471 
El Paso Electric Co., docket No. E-6179_._.---._____-----_-_- 1110 
Florida Power Corp., docket No. E-6120___..__.______-_________ 353 
Florida Power Corp., docket No. E-6123_____-..--__--_-----_- 539 
Florida Power Corp., docket No. E-6175_______-- ineitneaseinieamachitenielial 1053 
Florida Public Utilities Co., docket No. E-6136___-...._______- 597 
Florida Public Utilities Co., docket No. E-6136_...__.._....__- 631 
Gulf States Utilities Co., docket No. E-6124___.___-___-_____- 581 
Gulf States Utilities Co., docket No. E-6174____--____________ 1082 
Gulf States Utilities Co., docket No. E-6182__-._______-________ 1130 
Idaho Power Co., docket No. E-6129____..---._-_____________. 576 
Idaho Power Co., docket No. E-6129__.-...._--.--.._-_._._._- 611 
Iowa Electric Co., docket No. E-6167__.._.___.--____________ 1021 


Montana-Dakota Utilities Co., docket No. E-6142 
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SECURITIES—Continued 
3. IssUANCE AUTHORIZED—Continued 
(b) Under Section 204 (F. P. A.) —Continued 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co., docket No. E-6181 
Mountain States Power Co., docket No. E-6139 
Northwestern Public Service Co., docket No. E-6127 
Northwestern Public Service Co., docket No. E-6144 
Northwestern Public Service Co., docket No. E-6147 
Northwestern Public Service Co., docket No. E-6161 
Northwestern Public Service Co., docket No. E-6163 
Otter Tail Power Co., docket No. E-6126 
Otter Tail Power Co., docket No. E-6128 
Otter Tail Power Co., docket No. E-6143 
Otter Tail Power Co., docket No. E-6164 
Sierra Pacific Power Co., docket No, E-6114 
Sierra Pacific Power Co., docket No. E-6131 
Supplemental Order. 
California Electric Power Co., docket No. E-6140 
Florida Power Corp., docket No. E-6175 
Gulf States Utilities Co., docket No. E-6124__----____--------- 


4. ORDER AMENDING ISSUANCE. 

California Electric Power Co., docket No. E-6147 
5. WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION. 

Sierra Pacific Power Co., docket No. E-6148__- 





